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In recent years, record numbers of laws have been proposed and 
enacted across the United States restricting abortion rights and the 
rights of persons identifying as lesbian, gay, bisexual, and/or trans-
gender (LGBT). The patchwork of laws and policies across states has 
produced variable access to rights for individuals, their loved ones, 
and their neighbors, depending on where they live. In this study, 
we examined how state-level laws and policies restricting gender 
and sexuality rights influence attitudes about the desirability of 
interstate migration. 

Specifically, drawing on a sample of 1,061 survey participants, we 
assessed desirability of moving to a state with restrictions on access 
to abortion, gender-affirming medical care, participation in team 
sports for transgender individuals, teaching about gender and 
sexuality in schools, same-sex marriage, and protections from em-
ployment discrimination based on sexual orientation. Although not 
synonymous with migration decisions or behaviors per se, migra-
tion attitudes provide an important benchmark for understanding 
how abortion and LGBT laws and policies influence attitudes about 
the desirability of states as potential migration destinations. 

Political orientation was the strongest predictor of willingness to 
move to a state with restrictive abortion or LGBT rights laws and 
policies, with more liberal and moderate individuals expressing 
greater aversion to such a move compared to conservatives. None-
theless, we found that the majority of participants overall, including 
conservatives, expressed aversion or ambivalence to moving to a 
new state with these restrictive laws, with 82.3% of liberals and 
41.6% of moderates averse to moving to states with abortion bans, 
for example, and only 30.6% of conservatives and 10.1% of mod-
erates attracted by such policies. Further, the political environment 

of participants’ current state of residence was also important in 
understanding willingness to move to a state with restrictive laws. 
Controlling for political orientation, individuals who were residing 
in states with more liberal abortion laws were less willing to migrate 
to states with restrictive abortion laws. Relatedly, when controlling 
for political orientation, individuals who were willing to move to an-
other state for political reasons, and who currently reside in a state 
that voted Republican in the 2000 presidential election, were more 
averse to moving to states with restrictive abortion or LGBT laws, 
whereas those residing in states that voted Democrat were not 
more or less willing to move. These findings indicate that restric-
tive gender and sexuality policies serve more as a deterrent for 
politically motivated migration than as an incentive.

Participants were particularly averse to moving to states with 
abortion laws that have a reporting requirement for either wom-
en, doctors, or others who aid in obtaining an abortion, as well as 
states that restrict the ability of women to travel to other states 
for abortions. On the other hand, participants were less averse to 
moving to states that have restrictions on gender affirming care for 
children, children participating in sports as a gender different from 
that assigned at birth, or teaching about gender and sexuality in the 
classroom. Overall, these findings indicate that: (1) punitive policies 
toward parents, doctors, etc., are associated with less willingness 
to migrate to a state, (2) policies that involve children are viewed 
as less of a deterrent and, for some conservative participants, po-
tentially increase desire to move to a state, and (3) overall, policies 
restricting transgender rights resulted in less aversion to moving to 
a state than those restricting abortion or LGB rights. 
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LIB MOD CON LIB MOD CON LIB MOD CON LIB MOD CON LIB MOD CON LIB MOD CON LIB MOD CON LIB MOD CON LIB MOD CON LIB MOD CON LIB MOD CON

Aversion 82.3 41.6 15.5 83.8 41.0 14.3 90.2 59.6 28.6 87.1 55.6 33.6 79.5 32.6 16.7 71.8 28.3 12.2 81.8 36.0 19.6 63.6 23.0 8.6 84.9 41.0 15.9 88.8 57.3 20.5 81.7 44.9 21.6

Neither 14.6 48.3 53.9 13.9 53.4 60.8 8.3 35.4 56.7 9.1 40.5 55.7 18.8 57.9 51.0 23.8 53.1 45.3 15.2 52.8 53.5 30.3 57.3 35.9 11.7 42.1 40.8 8.6 36.0 49.6 12.1 46.6 63.7

Attraction 3.1 10.1 30.6 2.2 5.6 24.9 1.6 5.1 14.7 3.8 3.9 10.7 1.7 9.6 32.2 4.5 18.6 42.5 2.9 11.2 26.9 6.0 19.7 55.5 3.4 16.9 43.3 2.6 6.7 29.9 6.2 8.4 14.7

x2 371.3 *** 406.9 *** 324.6 *** 253.0 *** 384.9 *** 342.5 *** 341.9 *** 374.0 *** 414.4 *** 390.7 *** 292.2 ***

*, **, *** indicates significance at the .05, .01, and .001 levels

Chi Square Results for Individual Political Orientation and Interstate Migration Attitudes for Rights Restrictions

Migration opinions coded as: averse to moving to the state, neither more or less likely to want to move to the state, and attracted to moving to the state because of the policy. Political orientation 
coded as liberal, moderate, conservative. 
Abortion and LGBT policies polled on were: Total or near total bans on abortion; bans on medication abortion; restrictions on women traveling out of state for abortions; incentives to report doctors 
or others for abortions; prohibiting provision of gender-affirming care for adults; prohibiting provision of gender-affirming care for children; reporting parents to Child Protective Services for seeking 
gender-affirming care to children; restrictions on children playing on sports teams as gender other than that assigned at birth; restrictions on discussing LGBT topics in schools; restrictions on 
same-sex marriage; and lack of an LGBT employment nondiscrimination law.
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We also found that a number of characteristics are associated 
with aversion to moving to states with restrictive abortion and 
LGBT laws. Black participants (for abortion, transgender, and LGB 
laws) and those with children in the household (for abortion and 
LGB laws) expressed less aversion to moving to states with these 
restrictive laws, although they were still, on average, averse to such 
moves. In contrast, women (for abortion and LGB laws), gay men 
and lesbians (for LGB laws), those with LGBT household members 
(for abortion, transgender, and LGB laws), those with income levels 
at or above the median (for abortion and LGB laws), and those 
willing to move to another state for work (for abortion, transgender, 
or LGB laws) or education (for LGB laws) were more averse than 
others to moving to states with restrictive abortion and LGBT laws. 
These findings indicate that would-be migrators weigh implications 

of restrictive policies for themselves, but also for their network of 
those they love and seek to protect. If migration attitudes translate 
to migration decisions, states could experience migration declines 
if partnered women (and their male or female partners), single 
women, gay men and lesbians, and those with LGBT family mem-
bers choose to avoid states with policies suggesting an unfriendly 
political environment. In addition, these findings suggest that those 
in higher-earning occupations, or those who are invested in work 
or education opportunities, could be discouraged from moving to 
states with these policies. Any such migration declines could have 
negative economic effects. 

A more extensive account of this study with additional tables 
and analysis has been published in Population Research and Policy 
Review (2023).
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