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INTRODUCTION

One of the most striking changes to the social and policy landscape in the U.S. and elsewhere has been
the adoption of legal same-sex marriage. As recently as 2010, a majority of U.S. adults opposed legal
same-sex marriage. By 2021, over 70% supported it, including the majority of Republicans (McCarthy,
2023). The path to legal marriage equality has been similarly dramatic: in 2004, Massachusetts became
the first state in the U.S. to allow legal same-sex marriage; 11 years later, same-sex marriage was made
legal nationwide in a U.S. Supreme Court ruling in Obergefell v. Hodges (2015). The speed and scope
of these changes are notable compared to associated improvements in views and policies related to
gender and race in the U.S., for example, which changed much more slowly and incrementally.
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At the heart of these changes in policies and public opinion was a vigorous and sometimes rigor-
ous public debate. Much of that debate was normative and involved whether to apply the principle of
fair and equal treatment to open up an important social and legal institution—the right to marry—to
same-sex couples. Alongside that normative debate was an important and high-profile debate about
the consequences of allowing same-sex couples to marry. The potential consequences raised reflected
various positions in the debate. In particular, opponents raised concerns about negative consequences
for religious freedom of businesses and individuals, for the well-being of children raised by same-sex
couples, for state and federal budgets, and for the willingness of different-sex couples to marry. Propo-
nents of the right to marry, whether LGBTQ+ individuals or allies, pointed to the positive economic
and social value that would accrue to same-sex couples who married.! A third group, mainly a sub-
group of the LGBTQ+ community, opposed having marriage equality as a political priority, arguing
that marriage is a patriarchal institution, and buying into it would stigmatize LGBTQ+ people who
did not marry and dampen efforts to make marriage less necessary.

During the debate, policy-oriented social scientists took these predictions of consequences seri-
ously, drawing on new sources of data, natural experiments, and various analytical methods to assess
their plausibility. Since marriage equality became the law of the land in the U.S. in 2015, a robust com-
plementary literature has emerged that documents whether, how, and to what extent legal same-sex
marriage has affected a range of policy-relevant outcomes. Most of this literature examines outcomes
before and after individual states granted legal same-sex marriage, often comparing outcomes for sex-
ual minority individuals to the associated changes in outcomes for heterosexual individuals. Other
studies have used the staggered rollout of legal same-sex marriage availability across space and time
in an attempt to reach more general conclusions. This research has been carried out primarily by public
policy scholars, economists, sociologists, political scientists, and public health scholars. It has been
published in a wide range of journals in those fields, including the Journal of Policy Analysis and
Management.?

In this paper, we provide a comprehensive review of this body of research that has studied the effects
of legal same-sex marriage on a range of policy-relevant outcomes. We begin with a discussion of the
background of how legal same-sex marriage has diffused throughout the U.S. and western Europe
(where the vast majority of the research has focused), and we also discuss policy alternatives to legal
same-sex marriage such as same-sex domestic partnerships and same-sex civil unions. We then review
conceptual frameworks underpinning same-sex marriage, as well as a range of important method-
ological issues relevant for estimating the effects of legal same-sex marriage on social, economic,
health, and family outcomes. The core of our paper is a systematic review of research on the effects
of legal same-sex marriage in the U.S. on attitudes toward LGBTQ+ people, take-up of same-sex and
different-sex marriages, tax revenues, employment, health insurance, health, migration, and family
formation. Next, we discuss lessons from international comparisons, and we then summarize what the
existing knowledge suggests about the net effect of same-sex marriage on the economic well-being of
LGBTQ+ people, same-sex couples, and the larger society. We end with a discussion of current and
future challenges to same-sex marriage and LGBTQ+ rights in general and some directions for future
research.

' LGBTQ+ refers to individuals who identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, or queer, as well as other sexual and gender minority people.
Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer populations are characterized by having minority sexual orientation and/or gender identity. Sexual
orientation refers to one’s sexual attraction, behavior, and/or identity. Individuals with same-sex attraction and/or same-sex sexual activity are
referred to as sexual minorities, including lesbian women (or lesbians), gay men, and bisexual individuals. In contrast, heterosexual or straight
individuals are individuals who are attracted to and/or have sex with individuals of a different sex. Gender identity refers to one’s sense of being
male, female, both, or neither. Gender minorities are individuals whose gender does not match their sex at birth. Cisgender individuals are people
whose gender aligns with their sex at birth. Gender minorities include transgender men, transgender women, and nonbinary individuals, among
others.

2 JPAM has a long history of publishing groundbreaking research on LGBTQ+ public policy. It published the first article on the effects of
LGBTQ+ nondiscrimination policies on earnings in 1998 (Klawitter & Flatt, 1998) and has since published several other papers on LGBTQ+
discrimination and bullying (C. G. Aksoy et al., 2023; Klawitter, 2011; Mackenzie-Liu et al., 2021; Rees et al., 2022), as well as several articles
on legal same-sex marriage that we review below.
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The timing of this review is contextualized across two opposing trends. One is the continued accep-
tance of legal same-sex marriage. This is observed both in the number and variety of countries that
have adopted legal same-sex marriage and in public opinion polls that exhibit a consistent and growing
level of support for same-sex marriage in the U.S. and elsewhere. As of December 2023, 34 countries
have adopted full legal same-sex marriage, including places as diverse as Cuba, Chile, Taiwan, South
Africa, and Slovenia (International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Intersex Association [ILGA],
2023). Regarding public opinion, recent international polls have indicated that 56% of people support
legal same-sex marriage across 30 countries, and 72% support some form of legal recognition for
same-sex relationships (Jackson, 2023).

At the same time, another noticeable trend is the policy activity to effectively undo same-sex mar-
riage rights. Most countries in eastern Europe have routinely refused to recognize same-sex couples,
even when married in other European countries, thus leading to tensions among national governments,
courts, and European institutions (BBC News, 2018; Deystvie, 2023; Renew Europe, 2018). In the
U.S., these efforts include invoking religious freedom protections to allow governments and private
entities to refuse to offer the benefits of legal marriage (such as employer-provided health insurance)
or access to business services to sexual minorities in same-sex couples. More recently, in a concurring
opinion in the 2022 abortion rights Supreme Court case Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s Health Organi-
zation, Justice Clarence Thomas explicitly called for the court to reconsider and reverse its decisions
in major LGBTQ+ rights cases, including not only Obergefell v. Hodges but also the 2003 Lawrence
v. Texas decision that struck down laws banning consensual sexual activity between two adults of the
same-sex (Ciacci & Sansone, 2023). These opposing trends further increase the need for and impor-
tance of this systematic review of what we know about the effects of legal same-sex marriage from
well-designed studies.

INSTITUTIONAL/HISTORICAL BACKGROUND AND POLICY
ALTERNATIVES

The research reviewed in this article includes studies of the legal recognition of same-sex couples’
relationships, whether from marriage or some other legal status. However, the relatively rapid spread of
the right to marry overshadows the incremental process that came before 2015 in the U.S. and in other
countries regarding other forms of legal recognition for same-sex relationships. This section outlines a
brief history of the development of several policy alternatives for legal recognition of same-sex couples
that evolved over time: access to a status with the equivalent rights and obligations that states can
provide (usually called civil unions in the U.S. and registered partnerships in other countries), access
to a status with a limited set of rights and benefits (going by various names), or the right to marry.>
Understanding the varying practical and symbolic value across those legal statuses is important for
interpreting some of the studies in later sections.

Historically, northern European countries pioneered the recognition of same-sex couples by creating
new legal statuses (Badgett, 2009b). Denmark was the first country to do so with the creation of
“registered partnerships” for same-sex couples in 1989. Couples registering for that status received
nearly all of the rights and obligations of marriage, with the exception of a church wedding, adoption
rights, and access to assisted reproduction. In the 1990s, Norway (1993), Sweden (1994), Iceland
(1996), and the Netherlands (1998) followed this model for same-sex couples. Only the Netherlands
allowed different-sex couples to choose between marriage and registered partnership.

In 1999, France and Belgium introduced a different model, creating a form of registered
cohabitation for both same-sex and different-sex couples that offered a smaller package of rights
and responsibilities. The packages varied across countries adopting this approach, including or

3 In the U.S., the marriage equality movement was also aided and influenced by decisions of employers to recognize employees’ same-sex partners
for purposes of health insurance coverage (Badgett, 2020), but here we focus on broader public policies.
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excluding particular practical elements of marriage, such as mutual responsibility for debts, joint
taxation, inheritance rights, obligation of support, or alimony. Germany, Czechia, Luxembourg, and
Slovenia, among others, also initially adopted this approach. Generally, the symbolic value of these
statuses also differed. For example, marriages in France are conducted at a town hall by the mayor (or
mayor’s deputy), but the PACS (pacte civile de solidarité), as it is known, requires registering with
a court clerk, with no ritual for the occasion (Rault, 2003). Marriage was first opened to same-sex
couples by the Netherlands in 2001, only 3 years after the creation of registered partnerships there.
Same-sex marriage has since spread to countries in Latin America, Africa, Oceania, and southeast
Asia (Marcén & Morales, 2022a).

The incremental path to marriage equality across the U.S. looked very similar to that of Europe,
with legislatures inventing a variety of alternative legal relationships as incremental improvements
or political compromises. In the course of litigation over same-sex marriage in Hawaii, that state’s
legislature was the first in the U.S. to offer some form of legal recognition to same-sex couples, called
a “reciprocal beneficiary” status in 1997 for any two individuals who could not legally marry. Those
registering received some inheritance rights, state pension benefits, and tax benefits. As in Hawaii,
states adopting these limited packages sometimes opened them to unmarried different-sex couples or
other family relationships. In reaction to the litigation in Hawaii, the U.S. Congress passed the Defense
of Marriage Act (DOMA) in 1996, requiring the federal government to only recognize marriages of
one man and one woman and allowing states to make their own decisions about recognizing same-sex
marriages from other states. Several states passed bans on the recognition of same-sex marriages after
DOMA was enacted.

The other main state approach created a separate status that was very similar to marriage. California
created a statewide domestic partnership registry in 1999 for same-sex couples (and different-sex
couples over 65 years old) that initially came with 16 specified rights, including hospital visitation and
partner benefits for public employees. That package was expanded twice, eventually including almost
all of the state-granted rights and obligations of marriage, including common law property rights in
2005. Also in 1999, Vermont’s Supreme Court ruled in Baker v. Vermont (1999) that same-sex couples
had a constitutional right to the same state-provided benefits and protections that different-sex couples
get with marriage. That court allowed the Vermont legislature to implement this principle, resulting in
the creation of a new status called the “civil union” (very similar to registered partnerships in Europe,
although lacking in federal recognition in the U.S.).

As hinted at by the Hawaii and Vermont examples, an important difference between the U.S. and
Europe was the key role played by the judiciary.* Massachusetts was the first state to legalize same-
sex marriage in the U.S. in 2004 through a state Supreme Judicial Court ruling.’ The U.S. Supreme
Court considered same-sex marriage in both United States v. Windsor (2013) and Obergefell v. Hodges
(2015). In Windsor, the Supreme Court ruled that same-sex marriages legally performed in states that
permitted it were entitled to be recognized as full legal marriages by the federal government, striking
down the part of the 1996 Defense of Marriage Act that had defined marriage as between one man and
one woman for federal purposes. This decision led to tangible changes in benefits, rights, and respon-
sibilities associated with federal recognition of same-sex marriages related to income tax liability,
spousal immigration rights, and other marriage-related benefits. Two years later, the Supreme Court

4 Courts also played a key role in other countries such as Mexico, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, and Ecuador—the latter two countries taking
action after Advisory Opinion No. 24 from the Inter-American Court of Human Rights in 2017 (ILGA, 2023). Although the European Court
of Human Rights has repeatedly protected the rights of same-sex couples by obliging member states to provide legal recognition for same-sex
couples, or to recognize same-sex unions formed in other member states (e.g., Oliari and Others v. Italy, 2015; Fedotova and Others v. Russia,
2023; Coman v. Romania, 2018), it has not forced member states to legalize same-sex marriages (Schalk and Kopf'v. Austria, 2010).

3 Other states legalized same-sex marriage through state legislative activity or through state ballot initiatives (e.g., Vermont, Washington). Like
Massachusetts, California adopted legal same-sex marriage through a state court ruling, though same-sex marriage in the state was overturned by
the Proposition 8 referendum in 2008 as a result of efforts by opponents of same-sex marriage. Proposition 8 was later overturned in federal court
in Hollingsworth v. Perry (2013).
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legalized same-sex marriage nationwide in Obergefell, ruling that denying same-sex couples the right
to legal marriage violated the Due Process Clause and Equal Protection Clause of the Constitution.

As of December 2023, 46 countries either allow same-sex couples to marry or to have another
form of legal relationship—or both (ILGA, 2023). Some countries and states have left non-marital
forms of recognition in place to provide options for both same-sex couples and different-sex couples.
Some of those alternatives were designed to meet the practical needs of same-sex couples, unmarried
different-sex couples, and sometimes other kinds of family structures; some alternatives were clearly
intended as political compromises and were seen as separate-and-unequal alternatives that lacked the
social and cultural symbolism of marriage as well as full legal recognition by the federal government
(Badgett, 2009b). Indeed, some members of the LGBTQ+ community preferred the creation of legal
alternatives to marriage, arguing that marriage is a patriarchal institution that does not fit the range of
family forms seen in the LGBTQ+ community (Hull & Ortyl, 2013). However, as will be discussed
later, both different-sex and same-sex couples have been much more likely to take up the option to
marry over the alternative legal statuses.

To summarize, two outcomes of the marriage equality debates can be seen in the public policy
environment: opening up access to marriage for same-sex couples and the creation (in some places) of
other legal forms of relationship recognition that sometimes were retained even after same-sex couples
could marry and sometimes were open to different-sex couples or other family forms.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS

This section provides an overview of key conceptual issues and considerations for researchers studying
the effects of legal same-sex marriage on outcomes. From a broad conceptual perspective, we know
of no attempts to undertake a comprehensive analysis of the overall net social benefits or costs of
allowing same-sex couples to marry, nor are we currently equipped to do so with the research that
exists.® Our approach is to integrate existing research with theoretical contexts that are relevant to the
particular domain being studied.

As noted in the introduction, much of the policy debate involved speculation about the consequences
of allowing same-sex couples to marry by both opponents and proponents of same-sex marriage.
Assessing those predictions before and after 2015 has required drawing on diverse social science
frameworks that connect marriage and the outcome in question. In this section, we offer a three-
pronged conceptual framework. First, we outline how some of these frameworks explain whether
two people marry and why, particularly focusing on how marriage might improve individual and
couple well-being. Second, we sketch other models of decision-making in contexts such as buying
a house or having a child to show how the legal and social institution of marriage shapes benefits
and costs relevant to those decisions, generating predictions about how allowing same-sex couples
to marry would change those decisions. As laid out below, we argue that these first two angles
would be as relevant for same-sex couples as for different-sex couples. Third, we note that marriage
sometimes comes with externalities, broadly defined, most of which would be positive at a social
level.

First, we note that much of the research on same-sex marriage draws on economic and sociolog-
ical theories of families and marriage. Neoclassical economic theories of marriage—both in terms
of deciding whether to marry and decision-making within marriage—focus on the complementarity
of skills between two partners that leads to intrahousehold specialization in which one partner par-
ticipates in the labor market for pay and one partner completes most of household labor (Becker,
1991). Under Becker’s theory, two people marry if specialization increases productivity, which in turn
provides extra benefit to each person. In contrast, historians and other social scientists explain that

% One partial exception is the framework in Allen (2009) of the costs and benefits of inclusion and exclusion of same-sex couples from marriage,
which was based on broad comparisons with marriage for other groups who had been excluded from the right to marry.
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individuals marry in accordance with social norms for relationships and accept gendered division of
labor based on social norms of masculinity and femininity (Coontz, 2006; West & Zimmerman, 1987).
These perspectives fit reasonably well with the historical marriage patterns between women and men,
in which fertility constraints and gender norms lead to women specializing in household tasks and
men specializing in market tasks.

However, more recently, marriage rates have fallen, cohabitation rates have increased, gender norms
have shifted, and nonmarital childbearing has grown more common (Lundberg et al., 2016; Smock &
Schwartz, 2020; B. Stevenson & Wolfers, 2007), leading to a reassessment of why couples might want
to marry. The most prominent explanation is that the legal contract of marriage increases the cost of
dissolution, which, in turn, incentivizes shared investment in children and household capital (Lundberg
& Pollak, 2015; Matouschek & Rasul, 2008; B. Stevenson, 2007). Similarly, marriage reduces the
likelihood of dissolution even if other forms of union with identical sets of benefits are available (Chen
& van Ours, 2020), and in case of dissolution, divorce laws that more equally divide the household
assets provide insurance for the lower-earning partner (Voena, 2015). Cherlin (2004) posited that the
marriage ceremony, a public declaration of union witnessed by friends, family, and community, also
increases the cost of dissolution. Furthermore, Cherlin (2004) saw a shift in the meaning of marriage
over time: if marriage was traditionally viewed as a rite of initiation into adulthood, it is now a signal
of one’s achievement and success.

Second, as an institution, marriage provides benefits that go beyond the household surplus from
investment in household public goods or production and consumption complementarities. Marriage
allows partners in the U.S. to potentially benefit from jointly filing income taxes, paying lower taxes
when shifting assets within the household, shared health and life insurance, paid leave benefits, the
ability to jointly adopt, the ability to serve as a legal delegate (e.g., making medical decisions or suing
for wrongful death), residency and immigration rights, spousal inheritance rights, and Social Security
benefits in case of widowhood, among others (N. G. Goldberg & Badgett, 2009). Importantly, the
legal status of marriage reduces the cost of having children (e.g., as marriage comes with the legal
recognition of spouses as parents) and might reduce transaction costs for major purchases (e.g., home
ownership) and estate planning.

While theories of marriage and decision-making within marriage were developed to explain
different-sex unions, many of the benefits that set marriage apart from cohabitation also apply to
same-sex couples (e.g., Badgett, 2009a). Similar to different-sex couples, same-sex couples might see
marriage as a commitment device that reduces the likelihood of dissolution, increases the likelihood of
childbearing and childrearing, and incentivizes partners to invest in other household public goods. The
legal benefits of marriage apply to same-sex couples, and these benefits were often cited in arguments
for institutionalizing marriage equality. Marriage as a symbol of stability and prestige also applies to
same-sex unions as it does to different-sex unions, in addition to being a symbol of equality.

In other ways, some of the benefits of marriage might be muted for same-sex couples, as discussed
later. Intrahousehold specialization is less likely to incentivize same-sex couples to marry as gender
norms in household and care labor are less relevant for them. Relatedly, in less LGBTQ-friendly
places, same-sex couples may face discrimination in the process of registering for a marriage license
or from their relatives, neighbors, employers, and others (Marcén & Morales, 2022a). The uncertainty
regarding the legal status of same-sex marriages may have also factored into the decision to marry
before 2015 and again more recently with Thomas’s concurrence in the Dobbs opinion.

The first and second prongs of our conceptual framework point to welfare-enhancing effects of
marriages for same-sex couples that mostly accrue at the private level. A third prong adds the other
consequences that were posited in the policy debate and might be thought of as external benefits
or costs. Consider the positive externality side. To the extent that marriage encourages childrearing,
which generates social benefits over time (Folbre, 1994), expanding childrearing by married same-sex
couples creates additional social value (although expanding childbearing and fertility rates may also
worsen environmental problems). Other examples might be improvements in social attitudes, reduced
discrimination, and better mental and physical health for LGBTQ+ people generally, regardless of
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marital status. Such benefits might also be felt by the friends and families of LGBTQ+ people who
marry. In addition, these improvements could result in positive impacts on employment and labor
supply that expand economic output at the macroeconomic level (Badgett, 2020).

On the negative externality side, some commentators worried that heterosexual couples would be
less likely to marry if same-sex couples were allowed to do so (although this concern was not rooted
in social science understandings of marriage) and that children raised by same-sex couples would be
harmed in some way (e.g., Kurtz, 2004; for a general discussion of this position, see description by
Yoshino, 2015). In addition, other opponents of same-sex marriage indicated that they would feel some
loss of well-being, or psychic pain, with a change in policy that did not reflect their religious values
(as discussed in Eskridge & Wilson, 2018). While the first two concerns were open to (and have
been subjected to) empirical analysis, the third one related to psychic pain resulting from marriage
equality remains difficult to measure, complicated to theorize, and controversial to include in social
welfare considerations about equity matters (Adler & Posner, 2000; Sen, 1976). As noted above, some
members of the LGBTQ+ community also opposed marriage equality as a political priority and as a
personal choice because of concerns about being assimilated into a patriarchal and heteronormative
institution (Badgett, 2009b).

Finally, we note that all of these theoretical approaches—choices about getting married, choices
influenced by marriage, and possible external costs and benefits—highlight the efficiency-enhancing
focus of economics without focusing directly on the equity or human rights considerations that were
also implicated in the marriage equality debate. However, some economic analyses make equity con-
siderations more visible. Asking whether similarly situated different-sex and same-sex couples have
the same opportunities to achieve a particular goal that is related to marriage was useful for making
visible differences in treatment of same-sex couples (Badgett, 2009a, 2009b). The unique breadth of
marriage, capturing practical benefits, social status, legal rights, and a broad symbolic value, made it
difficult to construct new alternative legal statuses that provide the same opportunity for a different-sex
couple and a same-sex couple, as some studies discussed later show. Once that differential treatment
is visible, then considerations such as the fundamental right to marry, equal protection under the law,
and human rights (among others) have been used to anchor equity-based analyses of whether same-sex
couples should have access to marriage. Those equity-based analyses and arguments typically appear
in other disciplines, notably in legal scholarship, so we do not present that work here (Eskridge &
Riano, 2020).

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR STUDYING SAME-SEX
MARRIAGE

The majority of studies estimating the causal effect of same-sex marriage legalization on a variety
of outcome variables have exploited the variation in the timing of same-sex marriage reforms across
U.S. states to estimate various difference-in-difference models with staggered adoption similar to the
following:

Vig = & + BSameSexMarriagey, + 8¢ + U, + €jy,

where y;,, is the relevant outcome for individual i living in state s at time ¢. The coefficient of interest
is B. SameSexMarriage,,; is an indicator equal to one if individual i lived in state s during or after
the year ¢ in which same-sex marriage had been legalized in that state, and zero otherwise. This
approach attempts to measure whether the adoption of same-sex marriage reforms causes the outcome
variable in states with a policy change to trend differently from the outcome variable in other states
without a policy change. The key advantage of the approach is that it allows researchers to net out
the common trends in the outcome variable for all jurisdictions. Under the assumptions that (1) there

85U017 SUOWILLIOD BA R8I0 3|edt[dde au Aq peusenof ake ssoie O ‘8sn Jo Sa|ni 1o} Akiq3UlUO AB]IA UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBIALIOD A3 1M AIRIq 1 BUIUO//SANY) SUOIPUOD pue sl | 8U88S *[202/20/62] U0 Ariqiauliuo A8(im * BIeX3 JO AISIAIN -aucsues ol Aq 285z Wed/Z00T OT/10p/wod"As M Akeiq1jeul|uo//sdiy woi papeojumog ‘0 ‘8899025T



8 | A REVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE

are no unobserved characteristics that caused the outcome variable to trend differently in the states
with policy reform relative to the states without policy reform (i.e., “parallel trend” assumption);
(2) individuals are unable to change their behavior in anticipation of the policy reform (i.e., “no
anticipation effect” assumption); and (3) policy reform in one state does not affect individuals in other
states or the adoption of policy reform in other states (i.e., “no spillover effect” assumption), it is
possible to attribute the differential trends post-reform to the policy in question.’

It is worth noting that in most studies researchers using this approach are identifying the effect of
providing legal access to same-sex marriage, not the effect of marriage per se on same-sex couples.
Therefore, this approach sidesteps the potential issue of selection into marriage by conducting an
intent-to-treat analysis rather than comparing individuals who decided to get married to those who
remained single or with an unmarried partner.® The specification includes state fixed effects (&), year
fixed effects (u;), and an intercept (c). If this model is restricted to sexual minority individuals or
individuals in same-sex couples, one is comparing sexual minority individuals or individuals in same-
sex couples in states that had legalized same-sex marriage to those living in states that had not yet
(or had already) legalized same-sex marriage. In most contexts, gender plays an important role, so
researchers have typically estimated this model for men and women separately. This specification
can then be easily expanded to include time-varying state-level controls, individual-level controls,
and state-specific time trends. Researchers have also used a similar approach to study the impacts of
civil unions or registered partnerships (or bans on same-sex relationship recognition), or they have
included these policy changes as control variables when estimating the impact of same-sex marriage
legalization. Standard errors are usually clustered at the state level (Bertrand et al., 2004).

A straightforward extension to test the validity of the “parallel trend” assumption and of the “no
anticipation effect” assumption, as well as to estimate dynamic effects, is to use an event-study model:

T
Vig =+ Z 6kSameSexMarriageft + 8, + W + g1,
k=T

where SameSexMarriage?l is an indicator variable equal to one if state s had introduced same-sex
marriage at time ¢, zero otherwise (even in the years after the legalization, unlike SameSexMarriage;
in the previous difference-in-differences model). SumeSexMarriage, are the resulting lead (k > 0) and
lag (k < 0) operators. The first lag operator (SameSexMarriages_,') is typically normalized to zero. The
number of lead and lag operators (T and T) is usually constrained by the time length of the dataset
and/or the time same-sex marriage was first legalized, although some researchers combine or truncate
initial and final time periods.

Another extension compares individuals in same-sex versus different-sex couples, or sexual minor-
ity individuals versus heterosexual individuals, thus estimating the following triple-difference model
(Angrist & Pischke, 2009):

Vigst = & + SameSexMarriage, + Uy, + gy + Pgg + Eigys

where yj,; is the relevant outcome for individual i belonging to group g (e.g., in a same-sex couple)
living in state s at time 7. The specification includes state-specific time effects that are common across

7 An advantage of this technique is that it does not require longitudinal panel data following individuals over time: a difference-in-difference
model can be estimated using repeated cross-sectional data. However, researchers using these repeated cross-sections also need to check that
there are no sample compositional changes over time and space (Cunningham, 2021).

8 Moreover, as noted below when discussing triple-difference models, many studies in the literature compare changes in outcomes for individuals
in same-sex couples coincident with legal access to same-sex marriage to the associated changes in outcomes for individuals in different-sex
couples, which also helps address selection concerns to the extent that selection is similar across couple types.
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groups (i), time-varying effects specific to a certain group that are common across states (7,,), and
state-level time-invariant characteristics specific to a certain group (o).

Earlier studies have instead relied only on cross-sectional data by comparing outcomes in states or
countries that had legalized same-sex marriage to those that had not legally recognized these relation-
ships (Hooghe & Meeusen, 2013; Kail et al., 2015; Takdcs & Szalma, 2011). While these studies can
provide valuable insights and laid the groundwork for later studies, it is important to emphasize that
these methodologies are subject to the concern that other unobserved characteristics about states with
permissive same-sex marriage environments (e.g., liberal values, highly educated electorate, other
progressive policies) are systematically correlated with the outcomes under study.”

Other studies, especially in European countries, have exploited the availability of longitudinal
(administrative) datasets. Therefore, even if there is no variation within European countries in the
timing of same-sex marriage legalization (e.g., all regions in Sweden legalized same-sex marriage
at the same time), researchers have been able to estimate individual fixed-effects models controlling
for time-invariant individual characteristics or to compare sexual minority individuals to heterosexual
individuals within the same country over time. Individual fixed-effects models are particularly useful
to investigate at the micro level how the behavior of certain individuals changed after getting access
to same-sex marriage, e.g., in terms of fertility choices.

We emphasize that the vast majority of the studies discussed in this article were published before
the recent wave of difference-in-differences econometric advances (Callaway & Sant’Anna, 2021;
de Chaisemartin & D’Haultfceuille, 2020; Goodman-Bacon, 2021; Rambachan & Roth, 2023; Roth
et al., 2023; Sun & Abraham, 2021). This literature has highlighted that issues can arise when there
is heterogeneity of treatment effects over time or across units. For instance, researchers have noted
that difference-in-difference models with staggered adoption are a weighted average of simple 2 X 2
difference-in-differences models, and such weights may even be negative, thus resulting in difference-
in-differences estimates with an opposite sign than the true treatment effect. Moreover, these models
include “forbidden” comparisons of later treated units with earlier treated units. Other studies have
investigated more in depth the parallel trend assumption, discussed how to properly construct standard
errors, or cautioned against including covariates in these models since there may be heterogeneous
treatment effects that depend on certain covariates. We have highlighted in the following sections a
few more recent studies on same-sex marriage that have implemented some of the new economet-
ric recommendations—such as Nikolaou (2022, 2023a, 2023b) and Martin and Rodriguez (2022).10
While the findings in these studies appear to be robust to using alternative estimation techniques, future
research could replicate earlier analyses using the additional datasets which have become available
together with these new difference-in-differences estimators to verify previous findings.

Finally, as we discuss more in detail in the next sections, data availability—or lack thereof—has
influenced the outcomes and contexts that researchers have studied (for a discussion, see Badgett
et al., 2021). For instance, it is rather hard to know how many same-sex couples get married each year
in the U.S. Relatedly, the almost complete lack of data on same-sex couples and sexual minorities
in most developing countries has limited the analysis of same-sex marriage legalization (or bans) in
those countries. One may also argue that it is too early to detect any substantial effects on long-term
decisions such as educational choices, fertility outcomes, and divorce rates. Indeed, the availability of
data on sexual orientation and relevant outcomes—which has increased sharply in the past decade—
has shaped the outcomes studied, particularly when looking for opportunities to apply causal inference
methods.

1t is also worth noting here that we do not review studies of the effects of legal same-sex marriage that take qualitative or mixed-methods
approaches. For a review, see Drabble et al. (2021).

10 Several papers that studied the legal recognition of same-sex marriage in Massachusetts or New York or the federal recognition of marriage
due to United States v. Windsor (2013) that do not rely on the rollout of legal same-sex marriage across states over time are less affected by issues
arising from staggered treatment since the treatment variation is not staggered in these contexts.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE ON THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO
SAME-SEX MARRIAGE IN THE U.S.

Effects on attitudes towards LGBTQ+ people

One key mechanism through which legal same-sex relationship recognition might affect socio-
economic and health outcomes is through changes in social attitudes toward sexual minority
populations. However, it is empirically challenging to disentangle this relationship because changes
in social attitudes might themselves bring about some of the legal reforms in question.'! Moreover,
finding good data on attitudes toward sexual minorities can be difficult. Despite this, several studies
have used a variety of indirect and direct measures to understand the relationship between legal same-
sex marriage or same-sex registered partnerships and attitudes: overall, marriage equality is linked to
improvements in views on sexual minorities and higher acceptance levels, although there is evidence
of backlash in a few cases.

Regarding indirect measures of attitudes toward lesbian, gay, and bisexual people, Nikolaou (2022)
used data on hate crimes against sexual minorities, which offer an interesting if adverse and extreme
outcome. State panel data on LGBTQ-motivated hate crimes from 1998 to 2019 and variation across
states in the timing of same-sex marriage legalization indicate that legal same-sex marriage sig-
nificantly decreased sexual orientation—motivated hate crimes, with stronger reductions in crimes
targeting gay men. Notably, these results were robust to the empirical concerns over staggered policy
adoption.'? Another interesting measure of attitudes used in the literature is the relative search popu-
larity of homophobic terms such as “faggot” or “Leviticus.” Sansone (2019a) used this approach with
Google Trends data from 2004 to 2016 and found that legal access to same-sex marriage was asso-
ciated with significant reductions in relative search popularity of these homophobic terms. Relatedly,
Seror and Ticku (2023) used data on enrollment in Catholic seminaries to show that legal same-
sex marriage availability in the U.S. was associated with a 15% reduction in seminary enrollment.
The authors interpreted this as evidence that same-sex marriage increased the willingness of gay
men who may have otherwise been drawn to the priesthood’s vow of celibacy as a cover to come
out and live openly. All of these patterns are consistent with the idea that legal same-sex marriage
causally improved attitudes in the general population toward sexual minorities. In contrast, Manning
and Masella (2023) studied newspaper coverage of gay rights issues in the U.S. and found that when
a state began offering same-sex marriages there was a notable increase in both pro-gay and anti-gay
newspaper coverage, with larger effects for anti-gay coverage, which may indicate some backlash
effect.

Other studies have used more direct information on survey reports of support for same-sex mar-
riage or related items such as “feeling thermometers” for various minority groups, including lesbian,
gay, and bisexual people. For example, a literature in political science has studied legal same-sex
marriage and attitudes toward sexual minorities using a variety of experimental and non-experimental
approaches, with some studies finding that legal recognition of same-sex relationships improved atti-
tudes toward sexual minorities (Flores & Barclay, 2016; Kreitzer et al., 2014; Tankard & Paluck,
2017). This literature also acknowledged possible backlash effects: some studies found evidence of
backlash effects when legal same-sex marriage was imposed through judicial rulings (Ofosu et al.,
2019) while others did not find such evidence (Bishin et al., 2016).

! For example, Baranov et al. (2023) exploited plausibly exogenous variation in the presence of men due to historical convict transportation
patterns in Australia and find that areas that were more male-biased had more votes against same-sex marriage legalization in the 2017 referendum.

12 Pettis et al. (2022) also studied hate crimes data in the context of same-sex marriage legalization from 2000 to 2015 and found significant
reductions in LGBTQ-targeted hate crimes in the quarter immediately following legalization, although the effect faded quickly. Unlike Nikolaou
(2022), however, Pettis et al. (2022) did not examine robustness to alternative estimators that account for heterogeneous treatment timing.
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Effects on take-up of same-sex and different-sex marriages

One of the most directly relevant questions regarding legal same-sex marriage and other marriage-like
statuses is the take-up effects among sexual minorities and whether access to official legal statuses
for same-sex couples negatively affects union formation or relationship stability among different-sex
couples. The existing research generally suggests that sexual minorities did demand and take up same-
sex marriage when it was made legally available and that legal statuses for same-sex couples did not
negatively affect different-sex marriage or cohabitation rates. This evidence comes from a variety of
institutional and geographic settings.

In line with the potential advantages for individuals from legal relationship recognition highlighted
in the conceptual framework, available evidence suggests that sexual minorities do, in fact, take up
legal recognition of their relationships when it is made available to them, especially for sexual minority
women in the U.S. For example, Carpenter and Gates (2008) used a public health dataset in Califor-
nia with information on sexual orientation, partnership status, and legal recognition to document that
44.7% of lesbian women and 21.5% of gay men in partnerships had their relationships officially reg-
istered with the state or local government (prior to same-sex marriage being legalized in the state).
Consistent with the survey evidence, Badgett and Mallory (2014a) used administrative data on take-
up of formal relationship recognition from ten states and found a much higher prevalence of same-sex
female couples than same-sex male couples among those in officially recognized relationships. Sim-
ilarly, in Massachusetts the majority (61%) of individuals in same-sex marriages in the first 5 years
after its legalization in the state were women (Ramos et al., 2009). Badgett et al. (2008) used data from
a 2003 LGBT Tobacco Use Survey from the California Department of Health and found that higher-
income (relative to lower-income) gay men were more likely to have their relationships registered with
the state, while the same was true of older (relative to younger) lesbian women. Relationship duration
was also significantly related to the likelihood of relationship registration for sexual minorities.

Multiple studies have directly evaluated the causal effects of changes in legal reforms on marriage
take-up among sexual minorities. Carpenter (2020) found that Massachusetts’s 2004 legal reform
granting same-sex marriage significantly increased reported marriage take-up among self-identified
gay men, lesbian women, and bisexual women.!3 Furthermore, Carpenter et al. (2021) examined data
on individuals in same-sex households in the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)’s
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS) from 2000 to 2018 spanning the rollout of legal
access to same-sex marriage in the U.S. and found that marriage equality in an individual’s state
significantly increased the likelihood of being married among individuals in same-sex households.
Administrative data from other states also provide supporting evidence: Badgett and Mallory (2014b)
used data on same-sex marriage licenses from Connecticut, New Hampshire, New York, and Vermont
to show that the 2013 Supreme Court ruling in U.S. v. Windsor led to sharp increases in same-sex
marriages from individuals in those states as well as from individuals who travelled across state lines
to get married.

Several studies used administrative data on take-up of the various legal statuses available to same-
sex couples to describe preferences regarding marriage relative to alternative categories such as civil
unions or domestic partnerships. For example, Gates et al. (2008) found that while 37% of same-sex
couples became legally married in Massachusetts in the first full year of legal same-sex marriage in
the state in 2005, only 12% of same-sex couples took up civil unions and only 10% took up domes-
tic partnerships when they were made available, suggesting that sexual minorities in couples strongly
preferred marriage over alternative legal relationship statuses. Badgett and Herman (2013) found sim-
ilar patterns using a wider set of states offering legal same-sex marriage. Moreover, the authors found
that the take-up of relatively limited domestic partnerships that offered fewer benefits and rights was

13 Consistent with the descriptive findings in Carpenter and Gates (2008) that lesbian women were more likely to register their relationships with
the state or local government, Carpenter (2020) also found that marriage take-up was larger for lesbian women than for gay men in Massachusetts
following the state’s legalization of same-sex marriage.
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even lower (8%) among same-sex couples as compared to states with broader domestic partnerships
that came with more rights and responsibilities. In addition, both studies also found that some couples
traveled to marriage equality states to marry when their home states did not allow marriage. These
patterns are consistent with our conceptual framework and imply a take-up effect that was related to
more practical benefits for quasi-marital statuses as well as to the combination of symbolic power and
federal recognition of marriage.

In order to verify the aforementioned claims put forward by opponents of marriage equality
regarding negative effects on different-sex unions, scholars have also examined whether legal access
to same-sex marriage affected relationships among heterosexual individuals. Starting with Badgett
(2004, 2009b), the published research finds no evidence that different-sex relationships were affected
when sexual minorities were granted legal relationship recognition. For example, Carpenter (2020)
studied the effects of legal same-sex marriage in Massachusetts in 2004 using the state’s BRFSS and
found that the legal reform had no significant effect on marriage propensity among self-identified
heterosexual individuals, and in fact the likelihood that heterosexuals report being married increased
after 2004. More direct evidence on this question comes from Dillender (2014) who used difference-
in-differences methods and data from 1995 to 2010 and found no evidence that granting alternative
relationship recognition (e.g., same-sex domestic partnerships, same-sex civil unions, or full legal
marriage) to same-sex couples in the U.S. changed different-sex marriage rates. In fact, most of the
estimates in Dillender (2014) indicate that legal access to same-sex marriage was associated with slight
increases in different-sex marriage. Langbein and Yost (2009) reached a similar conclusion using state
panel data from 1990 to 2004. Similarly, Carpenter et al. (2021) found no effects on the likelihood of
being married for individuals in different-sex households using data from 2000 to 2018 BRFSS.

Effects on tax revenues, employment, and household specialization

Several studies have examined same-sex marriage either directly or indirectly in the context of tax
revenues and income tax liability. Why might taxes change in response to legal same-sex marriage?
One argument was that state sales tax revenues would increase following legalization of same-sex
marriages due to the influx of same-sex couples coming to the state to get married and spending
money on transportation, hotels, entertainment, food and beverage, and other wedding-related items. 14
Effects on income tax revenues are more complicated and depend on the structure of state and federal
taxes for single versus married people as well as on the distribution of labor market income between
members of the couple. In the U.S. federal tax code, two individuals with similar incomes generally
would face a higher tax liability if they were married filing jointly than if they filed as two single
individuals, a phenomenon known as the “marriage penalty.” This is likely to differentially affect
same-sex couples relative to different-sex couples, as different-sex couples are more likely to have
one individual specializing in the labor market and the other individual specializing in household
production (and thus receiving a marriage subsidy within the federal tax code). If legal access to
same-sex marriage had no effect on labor supply, then federal tax revenues may increase if many
same-sex couples became married and filed joint taxes. If legal same-sex marriage led to same-sex
couples specializing in ways similar to how different-sex couples specialize, however, the effect on
tax revenues may be muted.

Examining prospectively the effect of legalizing same-sex marriage on federal income tax revenues,
Alm et al. (2000) estimated an increase of approximately USD 1 billion, though a more recent study

14 This was especially true because most states that adopted legal same-sex marriage in the early years in the U.S. did not have a requirement
that the partners be residents of the state, though whether and to what extent the marriage would be legally recognized in their home state was
typically uncertain. Of course, as legal access to same-sex marriage expanded throughout the U.S., these incentives to travel across state lines
weakened and the resulting potential sales tax revenues declined.
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estimated reductions in federal revenues up to USD 580 million (Alm et al., 2014).! Regarding effects

on marriage and labor supply, Friedberg and Isaac (2024) studied the effects of differential tax treat-
ment of same-sex couples across space and time induced by the U.S. v. Windsor decision and found
that there was a statistically significant but small negative effect of tax liability on marriage take-up.
Isaac (2023) used similar variations to study effects on labor supply, finding significant changes in
labor force participation from greater tax liability.

Multiple studies have examined the effects of granting legal same-sex marriage and/or other official
relationship statuses such as civil unions or domestic partnerships on employment.'® Sansone (2019a),
using variation across states in the timing of legal access to same-sex marriage and data from the
American Community Survey and the Survey of Income and Program Participation, found evidence
that marriage equality significantly increased probabilities of being employed among individuals in
same-sex couples, possibly due to reductions in discrimination. In contrast, Hansen et al. (2020) used
a similar empirical strategy and examined data from the American Community Survey, March Current
Population Survey, and American Time Use Survey to find that legal access to same-sex marriage did
not change labor supply decisions of men in same-sex couples but significantly reduced hours of
work for women in same-sex couples, particularly for the lower earner within the household. They
suggested that marriage equality increased household specialization within female same-sex couples.
This result broadly accords with an earlier study by Dillender (2015), who used the Current Population
Survey and variation across states in the timing of legal recognition of same-sex domestic partnerships
and same-sex civil unions to find that such recognition had no effects on men in same-sex couples
but induced women in same-sex couples to move from dual-earner status to a situation where only
one member of the couple worked. As these studies were written prior to the recent advances in
the difference-in-differences literature, they do not address robustness to staggered treatment timing
issues.

Regarding effects on relationship-specific investments, Hamermesh and Delhommer (2021) found
that legal same-sex marriage induced greater investments into same-sex relationships: specifically,
marital surplus (i.e., household income in excess of the predicted value based on observable household
characteristics) and homeownership for same-sex couples were not strongly related to the duration
of the relationship when there was no legal same-sex marriage; in contrast, legal access to same-
sex marriage (but not same-sex domestic partnerships or same-sex civil unions) was associated with
positive returns to relationship duration with respect to marital surplus and homeownership.!” In line
with our conceptual framework, this suggests that the enhanced legal protections of same-sex marriage
increased investments in household-specific capital.

15 Stevenson (2012) used variation in labor supply responses to tax code changes from the 2003 Jobs and Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation Act
and data from the ACS with information on individuals in same-sex couples to estimate that legalizing same-sex marriage would result in a small
increase in federal tax revenues of around USD 34 million per year. Looking retrospectively, Fisher et al. (2018) studied the characteristics of
same-sex couples who filed taxes using confidential tax return data, before and after the federal same-sex marriage ruling in Obergefell. They
found that married same-sex couples after Obergefell had higher incomes and fewer children than married different-sex couples.

16 Notably, studies of LGBTQ+ people in relationships started well before the legalization of same-sex marriage in the U.S., utilizing unmarried
partners living in the same household that were identifiable in datasets such as the U.S. Decennial Census or the American Community Survey.
These papers generally found that there were significant differences in employment and incomes of same-sex and different-sex couples and that
these gaps differed by gender: specifically, men in same-sex couples earned lower individual incomes, and women in same-sex couples earned
higher individual incomes and had higher labor force participation relative to their counterparts in different-sex couples (Klawitter, 2015), but
female same-sex couples’ household income was lower than that of different-sex couples on average (Badgett, 2018; Schneebaum & Badgett,
2019). These gaps remained even after accounting for the differences in observed characteristics such as education and occupation, leaving a large
portion of the gaps to unobserved factors.

17 n a related contribution, Miller and Park (2018) found that legal same-sex marriage was associated with significant increases in applications
for mortgage credit from same-sex couples, though Hagendorff et al. (2022) documented that legal same-sex marriage was also associated with an
increase in the denial gap between same-sex applicants and different-sex applicants. Hagendorff et al. (2022) used a stacked regression approach
that is robust to concerns about staggered treatment timing, and they further showed that their core finding was not due to changes in applicant
quality among same-sex borrowers, nor could backlash to same-sex marriage explain the results. They argued that same-sex marriage increased
the reliance of mortgage loan officers on new “soft” information about same-sex couple relationship strength and stability, and that this drove the
increase in mortgage loan denials for same-sex applicants.
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Effects on health insurance

Closely related to effects on employment are effects of legal same-sex relationship recognition on
health insurance, given the primacy of employment-based health insurance in the U.S. (unlike many
other high-income countries that have universal access to health care). Some individuals may be
working simply for health insurance benefits, especially if the employer does not recognize or offer
same-sex partner health insurance or if the sexual minority worker does not want to effectively “out”
themselves to their employer by asking for such benefits if they are offered. In that case, legal relation-
ship recognition might reduce labor supply for one member of the couple either because the law newly
requires the employer to offer such benefits or because the new rights coincide with improvements in
social attitudes toward LGBTQ+ people, thus making more individuals willing to ask for same-sex
partner or spouse benefits if they exist. Indeed, the mechanism of “working for health insurance” may
explain some of the patterns described above. Based on the existing studies, there is substantial evi-
dence that legal access to same-sex marriage and same-sex civil unions or domestic partnerships was
associated with increases in health insurance coverage, either through one’s own employer or through
the employer of a spouse or partner.

Ash and Badgett (2006) used data from the Current Population Survey and found that people with
same-sex partners were two to three times more likely to lack health insurance than individuals married
to different-sex partners even after controlling for observable determinants of health insurance cover-
age. Could legal recognition of same-sex relationships reduce such gaps? Dillender (2015) leveraged
changes to the state-level availability of same-sex domestic partnerships and same-sex civil unions
and found that they were associated with significant increases in the likelihood that women in same-
sex couples in the Current Population Survey had employer-sponsored health insurance through their
same-sex partner. In a related quasi-experimental study, Buchmueller and Carpenter (2012) examined
the effects of enhancing the value of domestic partnerships in California to include all the same legal
rights and responsibilities as marriage. A key provision of the new law was that it also required private
employers in the state to treat same-sex couples equivalently to how they treated different-sex couples,
including with respect to health insurance coverage of their employees and their employees’ partners.
The authors found that the policy had no effects on sexual minority men but significantly increased the
likelihood that lesbian women in partnerships had health insurance coverage relative to the associated
change within the state for heterosexual women.

Some studies have also directly estimated the effects of full legal same-sex marriage availability
on health insurance coverage of sexual minorities. For example, Gonzales (2015) studied the effect of
New York State’s extension of legal same-sex marriage. He used data from the 2008 to 2012 Amer-
ican Community Survey—which includes information on whether an individual’s health insurance
coverage is sponsored by the employer—before and after the state’s 2011 reform to show that legal
availability of same-sex marriage was associated with significant increases in employer-sponsored
health insurance coverage for men and women in same-sex couples relative to the associated changes
for men and women in different-sex couples in the state over the same time period. Downing and Cha
(2020) found a similar result using the 2008 to 2017 American Community Survey and variation in
the rollout of legal same-sex marriage across the U.S. Carpenter et al. (2021) also studied the full
rollout of legal same-sex marriage across the U.S. using data on individuals in same-sex households in
the BRFSS and found that legal same-sex marriage was associated with significant increases in health
insurance coverage for men in same-sex households.

Finally, a related open question in the literature that none of the prior studies could directly adju-
dicate is how same-sex marriage affected employer choices about health insurance benefits for sexual
minority employees. This question has been difficult to study due to a lack of data on employer
choices in these domains, but it is plausible that legal reforms affected private firms’ health insur-
ance offerings. That is, as states increasingly adopted legal same-sex marriage, employers may have
expanded spousal health insurance coverage and reduced coverage for unmarried domestic partners,
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including for both same-sex unmarried partners and different-sex unmarried partners. Data from the
2013 National Compensation Survey fielded before nationwide marriage equality showed that 32%
of unmarried same-sex partners and 26% of unmarried different-sex partners had healthcare bene-
fits available through an employer (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013). Carpenter et al. (2023) studied
this question quasi-experimentally using data from the Medical Expenditure Panel Study—Insurance
Component, which asked a large number of employers whether they provided health insurance to the
same-sex unmarried partners of their employees. They found that federal legal same-sex marriage
in 2015 was associated with a significant reduction in the likelihood that private employers offered
same-sex domestic partner health insurance benefits, and the effect was driven by firms with greater
exposure to same-sex marriage legalization among their workforces. More research is needed on how
employers treated same-sex spouses and whether these effects on health insurance offers by employers
translated into predictable coverage changes among sexual minority individuals who chose to remain
in unmarried partnerships.

Effects on physical and mental health

There are numerous channels through which legal recognition of same-sex relationships could affect
physical and mental health, including most obviously the channels described above: employment and
health insurance. Moreover, to the extent that legal same-sex marriage improves attitudes toward sex-
ual minorities, there could also be a reduction in minority stress, that is, stress due to internalized
homophobia, anticipated rejection, constant efforts to hide one’s identity, and actual experiences of dis-
crimination and violence. Minority stress is the key route through which anti-LGBTQ+ discrimination
is thought to harm health (Meyer, 1995). Multiple studies have examined how legal access to same-
sex relationship recognition is related to sexual minority health.'® Overall, while there seem to be
improvements in physical health among sexual minority men following marriage equality, especially
regarding sexually transmitted infections, the impacts on mental health seem to be more nuanced.

Nikolaou (2023a) studied the rollout of legal same-sex marriage in the U.S. using data from 2000
to 2019 and found that legal access to same-sex marriage was associated with significant reductions
in syphilis and HIV rates, specifically for HIV contracted through men having sex with men. These
findings were robust to the empirical concerns over staggered policy adoption and consistent with the
idea that legal access allowed sexual minority men to make longer-term investments in relationships
and sexual health, thus reducing sexually transmitted infections. Francis et al. (2012) studied earlier
state policies that banned same-sex marriage, finding some evidence that they were associated with
increases in syphilis rates, again suggesting more risky sexual activity among sexual minority men
when same-sex marriage is prohibited. Outside of sexually transmitted infections, other research has
examined risky and preventive health behaviors: Carpenter et al. (2021) did not find that legal access
to same-sex marriage in the U.S. from 2000 to 2018 was systematically related to self-rated health,
substance use, or preventive services take-up such as flu shots or recommended cancer screenings for
men or women in same-sex households.

Research has also examined the effects of legal access to same-sex marriage on mental health of
youths and adults. Raifman et al. (2017), for example, used data from the CDC’s Youth Risk Behavior
Survey from 1999 to 2015 and found that legal same-sex marriage in a child’s state was associated with
fewer suicide attempts among high school students, with effects concentrated among young adults who
identified as sexual minorities. Anderson et al. (2021), however, used the same data extended through
2017 and did not find evidence that legal same-sex marriage reduced suicidality among teens; in fact,
they found some evidence of worsening mental health for LGBTQ+ youths in states that were subject

18 We do not review here a large literature in public health that documents physical and mental health disparities associated with minority sexual
orientation and/or gender identity, including across the life course from adolescence to adulthood and older age. Most studies are descriptive, and
other comprehensive reviews cover this territory well (Institute of Medicine, 2011; Patterson et al., 2020).
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to court-ordered same-sex marriage legalization, which they interpret as due to failed expectations or
social backlash.!® For adults, Carpenter et al. (2021) did not find consistent evidence of improvements
in mental health for men or women in same-sex households following legal availability of same-
sex marriage.”’ These studies have not examined robustness to recent advances in the difference-in-
differences literature, which is an important avenue for future research to verify the validity of these
findings.

Effect on migration and residential location

Multiple studies have examined how legal availability of same-sex marriage affected migration deci-
sions. Notably, most states that adopted legal same-sex marriage in the early and mid-2000s did not
have residency requirements for couples who chose to get married, though whether such marriages
would be recognized in other states was often legally uncertain. Beaudin (2017) used data from the
2001 to 2014 American Community Survey and found that all heads of households were more likely
to leave states without marriage equality, with significantly larger effects for individuals in same-sex
relationships, especially men in same-sex relationships. Marcén and Morales (2022b) found a similar
result using American Community Survey data from 2001 to 2015, though they showed that the migra-
tion effect was transitory with no permanent effect on the spatial distribution of individuals in same-sex
couples. Sansone (2019a) used American Community Survey data from 2008 to 2016 and did not find
systematic evidence of migration of same-sex couples following same-sex marriage legalization. It is
possible that the different findings across these studies are due to methodological differences or to the
possibility that the migration effects from early reforms to same-sex marriage became more muted as
marriage equality spread across the U.S.

Since immigration rights (i.e., the ability to sponsor a same-sex partner for permanent residency
in the US) were among the tangible federal benefits of legal same-sex marriage, research has also
examined how legal access to same-sex marriage affected mixed-citizenship coupling, which is related
to migration. Specifically, Redpath (2022) studied the end of the Defense of Marriage Act brought
about by United States v. Windsor in 2013. Using data from the American Community Survey, the
author found that this policy increased mixed-citizenship coupling by 36% and mixed-citizenship
marriages by 78%.

Effects on family formation and childrearing
An important nuanced point regarding the literature on whether sexual minorities took up legal same-

sex marriage is whether the availability of legal same-sex marriage affected romantic coupling among
sexual minorities. Unions could have plausibly formed or dissolved in response to legal same-sex

19 To reconcile the different findings, Anderson et al. (2021) suggested that interacting control variables with an indicator for minority sexual
orientation reduces the estimated effect of legal same-sex marriage on mental health, especially interactions between year fixed effects and the
sexual minority indicator which are strongly jointly significant predictors of youth mental health. This is possibly consistent with a period of rapid
social change on sexual minority issues.

20 Another study worth noting is Hatzenbuehler et al. (2012), who used a sample of sexual minority men in Massachusetts before and after the
2004 adoption of same-sex marriage in the state. They found that mental health visits and costs fell for this sample, and these effects were not
moderated by partnership status. This suggests that same-sex marriage improved mental health for all sexual minorities in their sample, though
there was no heterosexual control group. Other studies have examined the indirect effects of same-sex marriage related debates and policies on
mental health of sexual minorities. For example, Flores et al. (2018) exploited the fact that several media markets span state lines to show that
greater exposure to more television advertisements about state-level same-sex marriage referenda was associated with more psychological distress
among LGBT people living in states that did not face the referenda but who were exposed to the public debate over same-sex marriage rights
through media spillovers. Relatedly, Hatzenbuehler et al. (2010) studied the effects of state constitutional bans on same-sex marriage in 2002 and
2004 using longitudinal data from the National Epidemiologic Survey on Alcohol Related Conditions. They found significant increases in mood
disorders, anxiety disorders, alcohol use disorders, and psychiatric comorbidities for sexual minorities (but not heterosexual individuals) living in
states that adopted such constitutional bans, with no effects for sexual minorities in other states.
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marriage availability, though there is little direct evidence for either of these effects. For example,
Carpenter (2020) showed that although Massachusetts’s 2004 reform significantly increased the like-
lihood of being “married” among sexual minorities, there was no meaningful change in the likelihood
of either being married or being a member of an unmarried couple (i.e., no effects on a proxy for
the likelihood of being in any romantic relationship) because the probability of being in an unmarried
couple fell for sexual minorities relative to heterosexual individuals. This is consistent with most of
the increase in marriage among sexual minorities arising from the fact that longer-term committed
couples took up legal marriage. Similarly, Carpenter et al. (2021) found no significant relationship
between the rollout of legal same-sex marriage availability in a state and the likelihood a household
contained exactly two adult men or exactly two adult women, again suggesting that the policy did not
directly affect romantic coupling and same-sex cohabitation behavior in the short term.

Another question concerns the influence of marriage on childrearing. Social science research has
long found that same-sex couples were much less likely to be raising children, especially male same-
sex couples (Badgett et al., 2021, 2024). These gaps remained even after accounting for the differences
in observed characteristics. The literature has not yet detected an impact of the right to marry on chil-
drearing. Sansone (2019a) and Hansen et al. (2020) both examined family structure and childrearing
directly in the Current Population Survey and the American Community Survey, respectively. Neither
study found meaningful changes in the presence of children in families headed by same-sex couples
associated with the rollout of legal same-sex marriage.

An important exception to the null findings on family structure and presence of children is Martin
and Rodriguez (2022) who found that legal same-sex marriage was associated with a 3.8% to 5.9%
increase in the total number of adoptions. Using methods robust to concerns about staggered treatment
timing, they found that this increase reflected a shift away from adoptions by unmarried couples and
single women and toward adoptions by married individuals, though their data do not let them directly
identify individuals in same-sex marriages. Taken together, the studies relying on variation in legal
access to same-sex marriage have not found meaningful short-term changes in household or family
composition, though there is some evidence that adoptions increased.

Much of the literature on same-sex parenting and its effect on child development from sociology
and other relevant fields suggest that children in same-sex households do as well in school as children
in different-sex couples under the assumption that the students have similar previous experiences
of family disruptions (A. E. Goldberg, 2010; W. D. Manning et al., 2014; Patterson, 1992; Potter,
2012; Rosenfeld, 2010, 2013). Some papers even find better outcomes for the children of same-sex
parents (Andresen & Nix, 2022; Boertien & Bernardi, 2019; Kabatek & Perales, 2021; Mazrekaj et al.,
2020; Watkins, 2018). Conceptually, we would expect that the legalization of same-sex marriage and
increased likelihood of adoption and in-vitro fertilization may reduce the likelihood that children in
same-sex households experience family disruptions, which may improve their outcomes relative to
their counterparts in different-sex households. Empirically, it is too early to measure these effects
overall due to the relative recency of the policy change, although the demand for such evidence is
clear by the heavy focus on outcomes of children raised by same-sex parents in several marriage
equality court cases.

INTERNATIONAL EVIDENCE ON THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS
TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE

Most of the research reviewed above is based in the U.S., which provides a fertile “states as pol-
icy laboratories” setting to study the rollout of legal access to same-sex marriage. Notably, however,
several European countries and high-income and middle-income countries elsewhere such as Canada,
New Zealand, and Argentina legalized same-sex marriage well before the U.S., and those international
comparisons provide some instructive lessons. As noted in an earlier section, registered partnerships
(and civil unions) in many of those other countries were generally quite different than the associated
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statuses in the U.S., in that they were usually much closer to full legal marriage with respect to rights
and responsibilities than in most U.S. states, particularly because U.S. state-level statuses were not
recognized by the federal government until 2013.

Studies from the European context provide some important results for understanding same-sex mar-
riage. Most of that evidence broadly points in the same direction as evidence from U.S. studies, with
some important exceptions. For example, the spread of legal same-sex registered partnerships across
Europe has been linked to improved attitudes toward sexual minorities in multiple peer-reviewed stud-
ies (Abou-Chadi & Finnigan, 2019; C. G. Aksoy et al., 2020; Blasco et al., 2021), which accords with
evidence from the U.S. (Flores & Barclay, 2016). We know less about the take-up of legal same-sex
marriage in other countries mainly due to the lack of large surveys with individual-level information on
minority sexual orientation. In contrast, however, administrative data in several European countries—
especially the Nordic countries—provide very clear evidence on the prevalence and characteristics of
individuals who took up legal same-sex marriage or registered partnerships.

For example, Noack et al. (2005) studied characteristics of individuals in same-sex registered part-
nerships in Norway following the country’s 1993 reform that created a legal status very similar to
full legal same-sex marriage. They found that there was more demand for same-sex registered partner-
ships among men than among women, unlike the U.S. experience mentioned earlier. Moreover, among
those who took up same-sex registered partnerships between 1993 and 2001, those who did so within
the first year were older, had a smaller within-couple age gap, were more likely to be living in the
capital, were more likely to have been previously married, and were less likely to be in cross-national
partnerships than those who took up same-sex registered partnerships after the first year. Andersson
et al. (2006) extended this work to examine Sweden—which instituted a similar reform in 1995—in
addition to Norway, and they also included comparisons to people who took up different-sex mar-
riages in Sweden over the same time period. As in Norway, they found that men took up same-sex
registered partnerships more than women in Sweden. They also found that individuals in same-sex
registered partnerships were older on average and had a larger within-couple age gap than comparable
individuals who took up different-sex marriages. This was especially true for men in same-sex reg-
istered partnerships. They also found that individuals in same-sex registered partnerships were more
highly educated, more likely to live in cities, and more likely to be in cross-national partnerships than
comparable individuals who took up different-sex marriages over the same time period. Meslay (2019)
performed a similar analysis for France before and after the country’s legalization of same-sex mar-
riage in 2013. Like the experience of Norway and Sweden—but different from the U.S.—the author
found larger take-up of same-sex marriage among men in same-sex couples than among women in
same-sex couples. The author also found, as in the case for Sweden, that men who took up same-sex
marriage were older on average than women who took up same-sex marriage, and the within-couple
age gap among men in same-sex marriages was larger than the associated gap for women in same-sex
couples.

Another European study relying on administrative records of people in officially registered rela-
tionships in the Netherlands found same-sex marriage legalization in the country caused long-term
partnerships to convert to marriages that had a substantially lower separation rate than other rela-
tionships. This is consistent with a symbolic effect of marriage stabilizing partnerships since the
registered partnerships that were available to same-sex couples in the Netherlands prior to the reform
were “‘strong”, conferring nearly all the same rights and responsibilities as marriage (Chen & van
Ours, 2020). Regarding effects of legal same-sex marriage availability on outcomes for heterosexual
people, Trandafir (2015) used administrative data from the Netherlands and across OECD countries
and, using synthetic control and difference-in-differences methods, found no evidence that same-sex
marriage availability affected different-sex marriage rates, divorce rates, or extramarital births within
OECD countries. This null finding is similar to those for the U.S. (Dillender, 2014; Langbein & Yost,
2009).

Regarding employment and other social outcomes, there is significantly less research from outside
the U.S. Of course, in most other countries, effects on health insurance coverage are less plausible or
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relevant than in the U.S. given universal or nearly-universal healthcare in most of the other countries
that have adopted legal same-sex marriage. Aldén et al. (2015) used administrative longitudinal data on
individuals in same-sex and different-sex couples to examine Sweden’s strong registered partnership
policy that closely resembled full legal same-sex marriage. They found that availability of same-sex
partnership significantly reduced individual earnings of men in same-sex relationships, increasing
household specialization because of the availability of resource pooling. In contrast, they found that
the main effect for women in same-sex relationships was to increase fertility. Another exception is
Dilmaghani and Dean (2020), who studied homeownership in Canada for individuals in same-sex
couples coincident with legal same-sex marriage in the country. They found that legal same-sex mar-
riage increased homeownership, with larger effects for men in same-sex couples than for women in
same-sex couples.

Finally, research from Europe on the health effects of legal availability of same-sex partnerships
and marriages has produced broadly similar patterns to those from the U.S. For example, Dee (2008)
used data on sexually transmitted infections and variation across European countries in the timing of
legal same-sex registered partnerships, finding that legal access to same-sex registered partnerships in
Europe was associated with significant reductions in syphilis rates, which is most commonly trans-
mitted through same-sex contact between men. Nikolaou (2023b) studied legal access to same-sex
marriage in Europe from 1990 to 2018 using methods robust to staggered treatment timing concerns
and found that legal same-sex marriage was associated with reductions in syphilis, gonorrhea, and
HIV/AIDS rates in the country, with larger effects of legal access to same-sex marriage than legal
access to same-sex registered partnerships.

Regarding mental health, studies in Europe provide clearer evidence of improvements following
same-sex marriage legalization than in the U.S. Indeed, Chen and van Ours (2022) found that same-
sex marriage legalization in the Netherlands improved mental health of sexual minority adults, and
this result was observed for both married and single sexual minorities. Similar improvements were
observed by Boertien and Vignoli (2019), who studied the effects of legal same-sex marriage in Eng-
land and Wales in 2014 on subjective well-being (anxiety, happiness, worthiness, and satisfaction with
life) using data from the 2011 to 2016 Annual Population Surveys in the UK.?!

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE

Taken together, the evidence reviewed above regarding the effects of legal access to same-sex marriage
in the U.S. and internationally provides several key takeaways. First, the clearest and most consistent
evidence in the literature regards marriage demand: sexual minorities take up legal marriage when it is
available. This is true even when the federal legal status of same-sex marriage is absent or uncertain,
even when very similar “marriage-like” alternatives are available, and even when same-sex couples
have to travel to a different jurisdiction to obtain a same-sex marriage. Rates of marriage take-up
among same-sex couples remain lower than among different-sex couples, but the take-up effect is
statistically and economically significant. Second, there is no evidence that availability of legal same-
sex marriage and other alternative statuses for same-sex couples changed the likelihood of being in
a different-sex marriage, and in fact multiple studies find that same-sex relationship recognition—
if anything—was associated with increases in different-sex marriage. Third, evidence on the effects
of legal same-sex marriage availability on a range of downstream social outcomes such as attitudes
toward LGBTQ+ people and employment choices of sexual minorities is mixed. Fourth, there is strong
evidence that legal same-sex marriage increased health insurance coverage for individuals in same-sex

21 While not an evaluation of legal same-sex marriage availability, another study worth noting is Saxby et al. (2020), which used variation across
areas in the vote margin for same-sex marriage in Australia to show that, controlling for individual and community factors, mental health related
prescription drug use was greater among men and women in same-sex couples in areas with more structural stigma as measured by votes against
legal same-sex marriage. They also found that this measure of stigma was related to reduced physician visits among individuals in same-sex
couples.
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couples in the U.S. where most people’s health insurance is tied to employment. Finally, while there
is mixed evidence on the effects of legal same-sex marriage availability on mental health of sexual
minorities, there is consistently strong evidence that it was associated with economically and statisti-
cally significant improvements in sexual health among men who have sex with men. One interpretation
of this finding on sexual health is that same-sex marriage increased relationship quality among sexual
minorities and increased marital commitment. Overall, the evidence in the literature indicates that legal
availability of same-sex marriage meaningfully transformed the lives of same-sex couples specifically
and sexual minorities more generally without having systematic effects on other groups.

CHALLENGES FOR LEGAL SAME-SEX MARRIAGE AND LGBTQ+
RIGHTS

Although legal same-sex marriage is the current law of the land in the U.S., it is worth being explicit
about the multiple ways the policy could be overturned, diluted, or otherwise rendered ineffective.
The first and most direct risk for nationwide marriage equality in the U.S. is if the U.S. Supreme
Court were to rule that Obergefell was wrongly decided and that there is no Constitutional right to
legal same-sex marriage. This is what Justice Thomas’s concurring opinion in the 2022 Dobbs case
explicitly calls for. Such reversals are not uncommon. Dobbs explicitly overturned Roe in the context
of reproductive rights, and Lawrence itself was a decision that explicitly overturned a previous 1996
case in Bowers v. Hardwick. Thus, a Supreme Court reversal would be the most direct threat to legal
nationwide same-sex marriage.

What would happen to same-sex marriage policy if Obergefell were overturned? One possibility is
that states would revert to what existed prior to Obergefell, returning to a patchwork map of poten-
tially conflicting state policies on legal same-sex marriage, in a manner very similar to how abortion
availability changed sharply following Dobbs based on state policies. In the context of same-sex mar-
riage, many states—especially Southern states—had explicit bans on same-sex marriage in their state
constitutions.?” A key difference with reproductive rights, however, is that the U.S. Congress adopted
the Respect for Marriage Act in 2023, a potential backstop to legal same-sex marriage rights were
Obergefell to be overturned. This law—which repealed the 1996 Defense of Marriage Act—requires
the federal government and states to recognize valid same-sex marriages (and interracial marriages)
performed in other states. Notably, the Respect for Marriage Act does not require all states to per-
form same-sex marriages; they just have to recognize them as legal and valid marriages if they were
performed in a state where such marriages were legal.

Even if Obergefell is not directly overturned, there are other ways in which the right to marry
could be reduced or effectively diluted for same-sex couples. For example, companies and individuals
are claiming that recognizing or serving same-sex couples violates their fundamentally held religious
convictions, and some of these plaintiffs have won high-profile victories at the U.S. Supreme Court.
Religious freedom advocates praised (and LGBTQ+ rights advocates lamented) Supreme Court deci-
sions in Masterpiece Cakeshop v. Colorado in 2017, Fulton v. City of Philadelphia in 2021, and 303
Creative LLC v. Elenis in 2023, all of which addressed the rights of married or soon-to-be-married
same-sex couples and were seen as circumscribed wins for religious liberty interests. The most recent
case in 303 Creative involved a website designer in Colorado who did not want to create wedding web-
sites for same-sex couples due to her religious beliefs. The U.S. Supreme Court ruled that Colorado’s
nondiscrimination law violated the website designer’s free speech rights.

22 After Obergefell, some states such as Virginia and Nevada proactively removed state bans on same-sex marriage (Povich, 2022). In contrast,
other states have considered adopting laws that explicitly reject Obergefell and related court decisions granting same-sex marriage. For example,
Tennessee’s Natural Marriage Defense Act would define marriage as between one man and one woman in the state regardless of any court rulings.
That law was introduced in 2017 and has not yet been adopted as of November 2023.
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These religion-based arguments may give legal standing for governments and firms to treat legally
married same-sex couples differently from different-sex couples with respect to tangible benefits of
marriage.”? One particularly relevant example is health insurance benefits. As already mentioned, a
large body of work demonstrates that sexual minorities and individuals in same-sex couples have lower
insurance rates than otherwise similar heterosexual people and individuals in different-sex couples,
and access to a spouse or partner’s employer-provided health insurance plan is common. If firms
with religiously held beliefs against homosexuality are permitted to treat the same-sex spouses of
their employees differently from the different-sex spouses of their employees, this has the potential to
effectively undo some of the valuable benefits of legal same-sex marriage. Indeed, there are several
examples of firms and government institutions choosing to treat same-sex spouses differently than
different-sex spouses with respect to workplace benefits such as health insurance coverage (Cousins,
2021; Ura, 2017). Access to retirement, pensions, adoptions, and other marriage-related benefits are
also plausibly at risk.

Notably, anti-LGBTQ+ efforts in the U.S. have in the past few years focused sharply on transgender
related issues as opposed to lesbian, gay, and bisexual issues (American Civil Liberties Union, 2023;
Movement Advancement Project, 2023). For example, while there were 19 anti-transgender bills con-
sidered in the U.S. in all of 2019, there were 586 from January to November, 2023 (Trans Legislation
Tracker, 2023). Possibly recognizing that American public opinion on topics such as marriage equal-
ity is so overwhelmingly supportive, anti-equality advocates have introduced and adopted numerous
laws that disproportionately affect transgender people and especially transgender youth, including:
restricting bathroom and locker room access; banning gender affirming care for minors, sometimes
with criminal penalties for parents and/or healthcare providers; prohibiting transgender women and
girls from competing in women’s sports; making it more difficult to update government and legal doc-
uments with one’s affirmed gender; and codifying “sex” in state law to refer to immutable biological
sex characteristics (Nagourney & Peters, 2023). To be clear, there are also broad anti-LGBTQ+ efforts
in state legislatures as well, including the notorious “Don’t Say Gay” law in Florida; banning books
and teaching about sexual orientation and gender identity; and pre-emption laws that prohibit cities
from adopting more progressive LGBTQ+ rights policies. But the majority—and the most visible—
of anti-LGBTQ+ efforts in the recent past in the U.S. have focused much more on the transgender
community than on lesbian, gay, and bisexual people. This pattern stands in contrast to recent research
showing that a sizable majority of Americans support non-discrimination policies protecting gender
minorities (B. Aksoy et al., 2022; Doan et al., 2022).

What this will mean for the future of legal same-sex marriage policy specifically and LGBTQ+
rights more generally in the U.S. is not obvious. One factor that does seem clear is that the efforts to
undo or dilute legal same-sex marriage in the U.S. are increasingly focused on the judiciary where a
large number of more conservative-leaning judges were appointed from 2016 to 2020, while most of
the challenges to transgender rights have been focused on state legislatures. Much more research is
needed by political scientists, public administration scholars, and policy researchers to understand the
political dynamics of legal same-sex marriage in the broader context of LGBTQ+ rights debates.

DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH ON SAME-SEX MARRIAGE

Although the literature on legal same-sex marriage has increased significantly over the recent past,
there are still numerous avenues for future work in this area. First, we are not aware of any research on

23 While not directly related to marriage, state courts have also ruled that private employers can choose not to cover PreP, or pre-exposure
prophylaxis, which prevents transmission of HIV and is disproportionately used by gay men and men who have sex with men. The Affordable
Care Act required coverage of this medication, but plaintiffs sued, claiming that they did not want to cover medications that ‘promoted homosexual
behavior’ due to their religious beliefs (Aubrey, 2022). In another parallel to reproductive rights, the Supreme Court ruled in a 2014 case in Burwell
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc. that a private company did not have to abide by an Affordable Care Act rule to cover contraception in health insurance
plans if it violated their religious beliefs about abortion.
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how legal same-sex marriage affected gender diverse populations, including transgender and non-
binary individuals. It is possible that the improvement in attitudes toward sexual minorities that
coincided with legal same-sex marriage also improved conditions for gender minorities, though we
are aware of no research on this topic. Related to this, we also know very little about how legal
same-sex marriage affected bisexual individuals, a group who we know from prior work is dispro-
portionately likely to be in different-sex relationships (Badgett et al., 2021). Whether legal same-sex
marriage influenced partner selection among this population is an interesting possibility.

Second, due to the recency of the reforms to legal same-sex marriage, we do not have evidence on
the medium and longer-term effects of these policies. For example, it is possible that youths who were
exposed to more years of legal same-sex marriage in childhood will grow up with more progressive
views on LGBTQ+ issues, which would be an interesting question for future study on their education,
labor, and marriage choices. This is particularly important given the existing disparities by sexual
orientation and gender in education and labor market outcomes, as well as in the marriage market
(Badgett et al., 2021, 2024; Sansone, 2019b). The medium and longer-term direct effects of legal
same-sex marriage on individuals in same-sex marriages are also of interest.

Third, much more research is needed on how legal same-sex marriage affected the household divi-
sion of labor, fertility, and child-rearing outcomes for sexual minorities. Sansone (2019a) and Hansen
et al. (2020) found no short-term effect of legal same-sex marriage on fertility, but more research is
needed to estimate the long-term effects of same-sex marriage legalization and to understand how legal
relationship recognition is related to family formation broadly defined, including adoption and foster
parenting. Related to this, as is natural in the study of marriage, it will be important to understand how
legal same-sex marriage is related to same-sex separation, uncoupling, and divorce.?* More and better
data—possibly administrative data—will be needed to study these important life course transitions.

Fourth, as noted in the prior section, more political economy research on same-sex marriage is
warranted. For example, how do legal reforms to same-sex relationship recognition diffuse across
states, countries, and cultures? What are the correlates and predictors of expanded access to legal
same-sex marriage, and how have these relationships changed over time? And, as countries begin to
seriously debate revoking same-sex marriage rights—Bermuda was the first country to do so in 2018,
and Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas explicitly referred to the Obergefell ruling as wrongly
decided—research may be needed to understand the causes and consequences of legal efforts to take
away relationship recognition rights from same-sex couples.

Fifth, future research will need to wrestle more directly with econometric issues related to staggered
adoption, effects of heterogeneous treatment timing, and small or non-representative samples. This is
true for studies of the U.S.-based rollout of legal same-sex marriage as well as in other contexts such
as Europe where legal access was granted at different times across countries. We caution, however,
that this call may be in tension with studying historically hard to reach and measure subpopulations
such as transgender and nonbinary people, older sexual and gender minorities, and LGBTQ+ people
of color. The important goal of robust statistical inference should not come at the cost of inclusion
of communities in research that have historically been underrepresented, marginalized, and actively
erased. Descriptive and correlational analyses that establish new facts about legal same-sex marriage
and outcomes are important for laying the groundwork for the more internally-valid design-based
work that policy researchers value.

Finally, sexual and gender minority individuals remain largely invisible in low and middle-income
countries. And yet, policymakers in those countries frequently enact laws and implement policies
directly affecting LGBTQ+ individuals and their relationships. For instance, India repealed its sodomy
laws criminalizing same-sex sexual activity in 2018, but its Supreme Court declined to legalize same-
sex marriage in 2023; Taiwan became the first country to legalize same-sex marriage in Asia in 2019;

2+ A handful of studies use population register data from European countries to describe relationship dissolution and legal divorce prevalence and
risk factors among individuals in same-sex couples (Aarskaug Wiik et al., 2014; Andersson et al., 2006; Kolk & Andersson, 2020), but more work
on these topics is needed.

85ULD| SUOWIWIOD 3AIER1D djqeatjdde auyy Ag peusenob a1e eI O ‘8N JO S3|n1 10} ARIqIT8UIIUO 81 UO (SUOTHIPUOD-PUE-SWUIBY WO A8 1M AReq)1[Buljuo//StL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWw. | 8Ly 88S *[7202/0/62] Uo Areigiauluo A8 * 1.3 JO AIsieAun - suosues oeq Ag 28522 Wed/z00T 0T/I0p/L0D A3 im A Telq Ul u//SANY Woj pepeo|umoq ‘0 ‘8899025T



A REVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE | 23

Cuba and Chile were two of the latest countries to legalize same-sex marriage in 2022; and Nepal’s
Supreme Court ordered the government to legalize same-sex marriage and allow same-sex couples
to marry in the interim in 2023, de jure legalizing same-sex marriage. In contrast, countries such as
Uganda, Russia, and Hungary continue to pass anti-LGBTQ bills. As same-sex marriage is legalized
in some of these countries, while others increase their attacks against the LGBTQ+ community, it is
vital to understand the socio-economic effects of these policies in places where LGBTQ+ people may
be particularly vulnerable.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We are grateful to the Editors Erdal Tekin and Ingrid Gould Ellen and anonymous referees for helpful
comments. All errors are our own. We have no conflicts of interest to disclose.

REFERENCES

Aarskaug Wiik, K., Seierstad, A., & Noack, T. (2014). Divorce in Norwegian Same-sex marriages and registered partnerships:
The role of children. Journal of Marriage and Family, 76(5), 919-929. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12132

Abou-Chadi, T., & Finnigan, R. (2019). Rights for same-sex couples and public attitudes toward gays and lesbians in Europe.
Comparative Political Studies, 52(6), 868—895. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414018797947

American Civil Liberties Union. (2023, June). Mapping attacks on LGBTQ rights in U.S. state legislatures. https://www.aclu.
org/legislative-attacks-on-1gbtq-rights-2024

Adler, M. D., & Posner, E. A. (2000). Implementing cost-benefit analysis when preferences are distorted. Journal of Legal
Studies, 29(S2), 1105-1147. https://doi.org/10.1086/468106

Aksoy, B., Carpenter, C. S., & Sansone, D. (2022). Understanding labor market discrimination against transgender people:
Evidence from a double list experiment and a survey [Working paper no. 30483]. National Bureau of Economic Research.
https://www.nber.org/papers/w30483

Aksoy, C. G., Carpenter, C. S., De Haas, R., Dolls, M., & Windsteiger, L. (2023). Reducing sexual-orientation discrimination:
Experimental evidence from basic information treatments. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 42(1), 35-59. https://
doi.org/10.1002/pam.22447

Aksoy, C. G., Carpenter, C. S., De Haas, R., & Tran, K. (2020). Do laws shape attitudes? Evidence from same-sex relationship
recognition policies in Europe. European Economic Review, 124(May), 103399. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2020.
103399

Aldén, L., Edlund, L., Hammarstedt, M., & Mueller-Smith, M. (2015). Effect of registered partnership on labor earnings and
fertility for same-sex couples: Evidence From Swedish register data. Demography, 52(4), 1243—1268. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s13524-015-0403-4

Allen, D. W. (2009). Who should be allowed into the marriage franchise? Drake Law Review, 58, 1043-1080. https:/
lawreviewdrake.files.wordpress.com/2015/06/irvol58-4_allen.pdf

Alm, J., Badgett, M. V. L., & Whittington, L. A. (2000). Wedding bell blues: The income tax consequences of legalizing
same-sex marriage. National Tax Journal, 53(2), 201-214. https://doi.org/10.17310/ntj.2000.2.02

Alm, J., Leguizamon, J. S., & Leguizamon, S. (2014). Revisiting the income tax effects of legalizing same-sex marriages.
Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 33(2), 263-289. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21740

Anderson, D. M., Matsuzawa, K., & Sabia, J. (2021). Marriage equality and youth mental health. Journal of Law and
Economics, 64(1), 29-51. https://doi.org/10.1086/711128

Andersson, G., Noack, T., Seierstad, A., & Weedon-Fekjar, H. (2006). The demographics of same-sex marriages in Norway
and Sweden. Demography, 43(1), 79-98. https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.2006.0001

Andresen, M., & Nix, E. (2022). What causes the child penalty? Evidence from adopting and same-sex couples. Journal of
Labor Economics, 40(4), 971-1004. https://doi.org/10.1086/718565

Angrist, J. D., & Pischke, J. S. (2009). Mostly harmless econometrics: An empiricist’s companion. Princeton University Press.
https://press.princeton.edu/books/paperback/9780691120355/mostly-harmless-econometrics

Ash, M. A., & Badgett, M. V. L. (2006). Separate and unequal: The effect of unequal access to employment-based health
insurance on same-sex and unmarried different-sex couples. Contemporary Economic Policy, 24(4), 582-599. https://doi.
org/10.1093/cep/byl010

Aubrey, A. (2022, September 7). Judge rules that companies are not required to provide coverage for HIV medication [Radio
broadcast]. All Things Considered, National Public Radio. https://www.npr.org/2022/09/07/1121599321/judge-rules-that-
companies-are-not-required-to- provide-coverage-for-hiv-medicati#

Badgett, M. V. L. (2004). Will providing marriage rights to same-sex couples undermine heterosexual marriage? Sexuality
Research & Social Policy, 1(3), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1525/srsp.2004.1.3.1

Badgett, M. V. L. (2009a). The economic value of marriage for same-sex couples. Drake Law Review, 58, 1081-1120. https://
lawreviewdrake.files.wordpress.com/2015/06/irvol58-4_badgett.pdf

85ULD| SUOWIWIOD 3AIER1D djqeatjdde auyy Ag peusenob a1e eI O ‘8N JO S3|n1 10} ARIqIT8UIIUO 81 UO (SUOTHIPUOD-PUE-SWUIBY WO A8 1M AReq)1[Buljuo//StL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWw. | 8Ly 88S *[7202/0/62] Uo Areigiauluo A8 * 1.3 JO AIsieAun - suosues oeq Ag 28522 Wed/z00T 0T/I0p/L0D A3 im A Telq Ul u//SANY Woj pepeo|umoq ‘0 ‘8899025T


https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12132
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414018797947
https://www.aclu.org/legislative-attacks-on-lgbtq-rights-2024
https://www.aclu.org/legislative-attacks-on-lgbtq-rights-2024
https://doi.org/10.1086/468106
https://www.nber.org/papers/w30483
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22447
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22447
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2020.103399
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2020.103399
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-015-0403-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-015-0403-4
https://lawreviewdrake.files.wordpress.com/2015/06/irvol58-4_allen.pdf
https://lawreviewdrake.files.wordpress.com/2015/06/irvol58-4_allen.pdf
https://doi.org/10.17310/ntj.2000.2.02
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21740
https://doi.org/10.1086/711128
https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.2006.0001
https://doi.org/10.1086/718565
https://press.princeton.edu/books/paperback/9780691120355/mostly-harmless-econometrics
https://doi.org/10.1093/cep/byl010
https://doi.org/10.1093/cep/byl010
https://www.npr.org/2022/09/07/1121599321/judge-rules-that-companies-are-not-required-to-provide-coverage-for-hiv-medicati
https://www.npr.org/2022/09/07/1121599321/judge-rules-that-companies-are-not-required-to-provide-coverage-for-hiv-medicati
https://doi.org/10.1525/srsp.2004.1.3.1
https://lawreviewdrake.files.wordpress.com/2015/06/irvol58-4_badgett.pdf
https://lawreviewdrake.files.wordpress.com/2015/06/irvol58-4_badgett.pdf

24 A REVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE

Badgett, M. V. L. (2009b). When gay people get married: What happens when societies legalize same-sex marriage. New York
University Press. https:/nyupress.org/9780814709306/when-gay-people- get-married/

Badgett, M. V. L. (2018). Left out? Lesbian, gay, and bisexual poverty in the U.S. Population Research and Policy Review,
37(5), 667-702. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-018-9457-5

Badgett, M. V. L. (2020). The economic case for LGBT equality: Why fair and equal treatment benefits us all. Beacon Press.
https://www.beacon.org/The-Economic-Case-for-LGBT-Equality-P1579.aspx

Badgett, M. V. L., Carpenter, C. S., Lee, M. J., & Sansone, D. (2024). A review of the economics of sexual orientation and
gender identity. Journal of Economic Literature, Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.20231668

Badgett, M. V. L., Carpenter, C. S., & Sansone, D. (2021). LGBTQ economics. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 35(2),
141-170. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.35.2.141

Badgett, M. V. L., Gates, G. J., & Maisel, N. C. (2008). Registered domestic partnerships among gay men and lesbians: The role
of economic factors. Review of Economics of the Household, 6(4), 327-346. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11150-008-9041-6

Badgett, M. V. L., & Herman, J. L. (2013). Patterns of relationship recognition by same-sex couples in the United States. In A.
K. Baumle (Ed.), International handbook on the demography of sexuality (pp. 331-362). Springer, Dordrecht. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-94-007-5512-3_17

Badgett, M. V. L., & Mallory, C. (2014a). Relationship recognition patterns of same-sex couples by gender. Williams Institute.
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/relation-recog-ss-couples- gender/

Badgett, M. V. L., & Mallory, C. (2014b). The Windsor effect on marriages by same-sex couples. Williams Institute. https://
williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/windsor-effect-marriage- ss-couples/

Baker v. Vermont, 170 Vt. 194, 744 A.2d 864 No. 98-032. (1999). https://law.justia.com/cases/vermont/supreme-court/1999/98-
0320p.html

Baranov, V., De Haas, R., & Grosjean, P. (2023). Men. Male-biased sex ratios and masculinity norms: Evidence from Australia’s
colonial past. Journal of Economic Growth 2023, 28, 339-396. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10887-023-09223-x

BBC News. (2018, June 5). Same-sex spouses have EU residence rights, top court rules. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-
europe-44366898#

Beaudin, L. (2017). Marriage equality and interstate migration. Applied Economics, 49(30), 2956-2973. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00036846.2016.1251565

Becker, G. S. (1991). A treatise on the family. Harvard University Press. https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674020665

Bertrand, M., Duflo, E., & Mullainathan, S. (2004). How much should we trust difference-in-difference estimates? Quarterly
Journal of Economics, 119(1), 249-275. https://doi.org/10.1162/003355304772839588

Bishin, B. G., Hayes, T. J., Incantalupo, M. B., & Smith, C. A. (2016). Opinion backlash and public attitudes: Are political
advances in gay rights counterproductive? American Journal of Political Science, 60(3), 625-348. https://doi.org/10.1111/
ajps.12181

Blasco, S., Moreno Galbis, E., & Tanguy, J. (2021). Social ties and the influence of public policies on individual opinions:
The case of same-sex marriage laws. The Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization, 38(1), 196-271. https://doi.org/10.
1093/jleo/ewab001

Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2013, September). Unmarried domestic partners benefits fact sheet, March 2013. U.S. Department
of Labor. https://www.bls.gov/ebs/publications/pdf/ebs_domestic2013.pdf

Boertien, D., & Bernardi, F. (2019). Same-sex parents and children’s school progress: An association that disappeared over
time. Demography, 56(2), 477-501. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0759-3

Boertien, D., & Vignoli, D. (2019). Legalizing same-sex marriage matters for the subjective well-being of individuals in same-
sex unions. Demography, 56(6), 2109-2121. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-019-00822-1

Buchmueller, T., & Carpenter, C. S. (2012). The effect of requiring private employers to extend health benefit eligibility to
same-sex partners of employees: Evidence from California. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 31(2), 388—403.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21603

Callaway, B., & Sant’Anna, P. H. C. (2021). Difference-in-differences with multiple time periods. Journal of Econometrics,
225(2), 200-230. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2020.12.001

Carpenter, C. S. (2020). The direct effects of legal same-sex marriage in the United States: Evidence from Massachusetts.
Demography, 57(5), 1787-1808. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-020-00908- 1

Carpenter, C. S., Eppink, S. T., Gonzales, G., & McKay, T. (2021). Effects of access to legal same-sex marriage on marriage
and health: Evidence from BRFSS. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 40(2), 376—411. https://doi.org/10.1002/
pam.22286

Carpenter, C. S., & Gates, G. J. (2008). Gay and lesbian partnership: Evidence from California. Demography, 45(3), 573-590.
https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.0.0014

Carpenter, C. S., Harrell, B., & Hegland, T. (2023). Same-sex marriage and employer choices about domestic partner benefits.
American Journal of Health Economics. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1086/728078

Chen, S., & van Ours, J. C. (2020). Symbolism matters: The effect of same-sex marriage legalization on partnership stability.
Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 178(October), 44-58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2020.07.021

Chen, S., & van Ours, J. C. (2022). Mental health effects of same-sex marriage legalization. Health Economic, 31(1), 42-56.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.4441

85ULD| SUOWIWIOD 3AIER1D djqeatjdde auyy Ag peusenob a1e eI O ‘8N JO S3|n1 10} ARIqIT8UIIUO 81 UO (SUOTHIPUOD-PUE-SWUIBY WO A8 1M AReq)1[Buljuo//StL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWw. | 8Ly 88S *[7202/0/62] Uo Areigiauluo A8 * 1.3 JO AIsieAun - suosues oeq Ag 28522 Wed/z00T 0T/I0p/L0D A3 im A Telq Ul u//SANY Woj pepeo|umoq ‘0 ‘8899025T


https://nyupress.org/9780814709306/when-gay-people-get-married/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-018-9457-5
https://www.beacon.org/The-Economic-Case-for-LGBT-Equality-P1579.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.20231668
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.35.2.141
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11150-008-9041-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-5512-3_17
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-5512-3_17
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/relation-recog-ss-couples-gender/
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/windsor-effect-marriage-ss-couples/
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/windsor-effect-marriage-ss-couples/
https://law.justia.com/cases/vermont/supreme-court/1999/98-032op.html
https://law.justia.com/cases/vermont/supreme-court/1999/98-032op.html
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10887-023-09223-x
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-44366898
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-44366898
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2016.1251565
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2016.1251565
https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674020665
https://doi.org/10.1162/003355304772839588
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12181
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12181
https://doi.org/10.1093/jleo/ewab001
https://doi.org/10.1093/jleo/ewab001
https://www.bls.gov/ebs/publications/pdf/ebs_domestic2013.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0759-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-019-00822-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21603
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2020.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-020-00908-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22286
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22286
https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.0.0014
https://doi.org/10.1086/728078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2020.07.021
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.4441

A REVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE | 25

Cherlin, A. J. (2004). The deinstitutionalization of American marriage. Journal of Marriage and Family, 66(4), 848-861.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1.0022-2445.2004.00058.x

Ciacci, R., & Sansone, D. (2023). The impact of sodomy law repeals on crime. Journal of Population Economics, 36, 2519—
2548. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-023-00953-1

Coontz, S. (2006). Marriage, a history: How love conquered marriage. Penguin Publishing Group. https://www.
penguinrandomhouse.com/books/291184/marriage-a-history-by- stephanie-coontz/

Cousins, E. (2021). Baylor denies health care dependency status to same-sex spouses of university employees. Baylor
Lariat, April(7). https://baylorlariat.com/2021/04/07/baylor-denies-health-care-dependency- status-to-same-sex-spouses-
of-university-employees/

Cunningham, S. (2021). Compositional change within repeated cross-sections. In Causal inference: The mixtape (pp. 460—461).
Yale University Press. https://yalebooks.yale.edu/book/9780300251685/causal-inference/

de Chaisemartin, C., & D’Haultfceuille, X. (2020). Two-way fixed effects estimators with heterogeneous treatment effects.
American Economic Review, 110(9), 2964-2996. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20181169

Dee, T. S. (2008). Forsaking all others? The effects of same-sex partnership laws on risky sex. Economic Journal, 118(530),
1055-1078. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2008.02160.x

Deystvie. (2023, September). ECHR: Bulgaria must recognise same-sex relationships. https://en.deystvie.org/post/echr-
bulgaria-must-recognise-same- sex-relationships

Dillender, M. (2014). The death of marriage? The effects of new forms of legal recognition on marriage rates in the United
States. Demography, 51(2), 563-585. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-013-0277-2

Dillender, M. (2015). Health insurance and labor force participation: What legal recognition does for same-sex couples.
Contemporary Economic Policy, 33(2), 381-394. https://doi.org/10.1111/coep.12076

Dilmaghani, M., & Dean, J. (2020). Sexual orientation and homeownership in Canada. Journal of Housing Economics, 49,
101688. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2020.101688

Doan, L., Quadlin, N., & Powell, B. (2022). Attitudes toward formal rights and informal privileges for transgender people: Evi-
dence from a national survey experiment. In A. K. Baumle & S. Nordmarken (Eds.), Demography of transgender, nonbinary
and gender minority populations (pp. 47-72). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-06329-9_3

Downing, J., & Cha, P. (2020). Same-sex marriage and gains in employer-sponsored insurance for U.S. adults, 2008-2017.
American Journal of Public Health, 110(4), 537-539. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2019.305510

Drabble, L. A., Wootton, A. R., Veldhuis, C. B., Riggle, E. D. B., Rostosky, S. S., Lannutti, P. J., Balsam, K. F., & Hughes,
T. L. (2021). Perceived psychosocial impacts of legalized same-sex marriage: A scoping review of sexual minority adults’
experiences. PLOS ONE, 16(5), €0249125. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0249125

Eskridge, W. N., & Riano, C. R. (2020). Marriage equality: From outlaws to in-laws. Yale University Press. https://yalebooks.
yale.edu/book/9780300221817/marriage-equality/

Eskridge, W. N., & Wilson, R. F. (2018). Religious freedom, LGBT rights, and the prospects for common ground. Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316999752

Fisher, R., Gee, G., & Looney, A. (2018). Same-sex married tax filers after Windsor and Obergefell. Demography, 55(4),
1423-1446. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0684-5

Flores, A. R., & Barclay, S. (2016). Backlash, consensus, legitimacy, or polarization: The effect of same-sex marriage policy
on mass attitudes. Political Research Quarterly, 69(1), 43-56. https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912915621175

Flores, A. R., Hatzenbuehler, M. L., & Gates, G. J. (2018). Identifying psychological responses of stigmatized groups
to referendums. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115(15), 3816-3821. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
1712897115

Folbre, N. (1994). Children as public goods. American Economic Review: Papers & Proceedings, 84(2), 86-90. http://www.
jstor.org/stable/2117807

Francis, A. M., Mialon, H. M., & Peng, H. (2012). In sickness and in health: Same-sex marriage laws and sexually transmitted
infections. Social Science & Medicine, 75(8), 1329—1341. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.05.037

Friedberg, L., & Isaac, E. (2024). Same-sex marriage recognition and taxes: New evidence about the impact of household
taxation. Review of Economics and Statistics, 106(1), 85—101. https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_01176

Gates, G. J., Badgett, M. V. L., & Ho, D. (2008). Marriage, registration and dissolution by same-sex couples in the U.S. Williams
Institute. https://escholarship.org/uc/item/5tg8147x

Goldberg, A. E. (2010). Lesbian and gay parents and their children: Research on the family life cycle. American Psychological
Association. https://www.apa.org/pubs/books/4318061

Goldberg, N. G., & Badgett, M. V. L. (2009, April). Tax implications for same-sex couples. Williams Institute. https://
williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Tax-Implications-SS-Couples- Apr-2009.pdf

Gonzales, G. (2015). Association of the New York state marriage equality act with changes in health insurance coverage. JAMA:
Journal of the American Medical Association, 314(7), 727-728. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2015.7950

Goodman-Bacon, A. (2021). Difference-in-differences with variation in treatment timing. Journal of Econometrics, 225(2),
254-277. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2021.03.014

Hagendorff, J., Nguyen, D. D., & Sila, V. (2022). Does marriage equality promote credit access? Evidence from same-sex
marriage laws. Journal of Corporate Finance, 77, 102315. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2022.102315

85ULD| SUOWIWIOD 3AIER1D djqeatjdde auyy Ag peusenob a1e eI O ‘8N JO S3|n1 10} ARIqIT8UIIUO 81 UO (SUOTHIPUOD-PUE-SWUIBY WO A8 1M AReq)1[Buljuo//StL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWw. | 8Ly 88S *[7202/0/62] Uo Areigiauluo A8 * 1.3 JO AIsieAun - suosues oeq Ag 28522 Wed/z00T 0T/I0p/L0D A3 im A Telq Ul u//SANY Woj pepeo|umoq ‘0 ‘8899025T


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-2445.2004.00058.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-023-00953-1
https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/291184/marriage-a-history-by-stephanie-coontz/
https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/291184/marriage-a-history-by-stephanie-coontz/
https://baylorlariat.com/2021/04/07/baylor-denies-health-care-dependency-status-to-same-sex-spouses-of-university-employees/
https://baylorlariat.com/2021/04/07/baylor-denies-health-care-dependency-status-to-same-sex-spouses-of-university-employees/
https://yalebooks.yale.edu/book/9780300251685/causal-inference/
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20181169
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2008.02160.x
https://en.deystvie.org/post/echr-bulgaria-must-recognise-same-sex-relationships
https://en.deystvie.org/post/echr-bulgaria-must-recognise-same-sex-relationships
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-013-0277-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/coep.12076
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2020.101688
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-06329-9_3
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2019.305510
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0249125
https://yalebooks.yale.edu/book/9780300221817/marriage-equality/
https://yalebooks.yale.edu/book/9780300221817/marriage-equality/
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316999752
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0684-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912915621175
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1712897115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1712897115
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2117807
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2117807
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.05.037
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_01176
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/5tg8147x
https://www.apa.org/pubs/books/4318061
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Tax-Implications-SS-Couples-Apr-2009.pdf
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Tax-Implications-SS-Couples-Apr-2009.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2015.7950
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2021.03.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2022.102315

26 A REVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE

Hamermesh, D. S., & Delhommer, S. (2021). Same-sex couples and the gains to marriage: The importance of the legal
environment. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 40(4), 1120-1139. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22287

Hansen, M. E., Martell, M. E., & Roncolato, L. (2020). A labor of love: The impact of same-sex marriage on labor supply.
Review of Economics of the Household, 18(2), 265-283. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11150-019-09454- 1

Hatzenbuehler, M. L., McLaughlin, K. A., Keyes, K. M., & Hasin, D. S. (2010). The impact of institutional discrimination on
psychiatric disorders in lesbian, gay, and bisexual populations: A prospective study. American Journal of Public Health,
100(3), 452—-459. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2009.168815

Hatzenbuehler, M. L., O’Cleirigh, C., Grasso, C., Mayer, K., Safren, S., & Bradford, J. (2012). Effect of same-sex marriage
laws on health care use and expenditures in sexual minority men: A quasi-natural experiment. American Journal of Public
Health, 102(2), 285-291. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2011.300382

Hooghe, M., & Meeusen, C. (2013). Is same-sex marriage legislation related to attitudes toward homosexuality? Trends in
tolerance of homosexuality in European countries between 2002 and 2010. Sexuality Research and Social Policy, 10(4),
258-268. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-013-0125-6

Hull, K. E., & Ortyl, T. A. (2013). Same-sex marriage and constituent perceptions of the LGBT rights movement. In M.
Bernstein & V. Taylor (Eds.), The marrying kind?: Debating same-sex marriage within the lesbian and gay movement (pp.
67-102). University of Minnesota Press. https://doi.org/10.5749/minnesota/9780816681716.003.0003

The International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Intersex Association. (2023). Legal frameworks: Same-sex marriage and
civil unions. https://database.ilga.org/same-sex-marriage-civil-unions

Institute of Medicine. (2011). The health of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender people: Building a foundation for a better
understanding. The National Academies Press. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK64806/

Isaac, E. (2023). Suddenly married: Joint taxation and the labor supply of same-sex married couples after U.S. v. Windsor.
Journal of Human Resources, Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.1220-11396R2

Jackson, C. (2023). LGBT+ pride 2023: A 30-country Ipsos global advisor survey. Ipsos. https://www.ipsos.com/sites/
default/files/ct/news/documents/2023-05/Ipsos%20LGBT %2B %20Pride %202023 %20Global %20Survey %20Report%20-
9%020rev.pdf

Kabitek, J., & Perales, F. (2021). Academic achievement of children in same- and different-sex-parented families: A population-
level analysis of linked administrative data from the Netherlands. Demography, 58(2), 393-418. https://doi.org/10.1215/
00703370-8994569

Kail, B. L., Acosta, K. L., & Wright, E. R. (2015). State-level marriage equality and the health of same-sex couples. American
Journal of Public Health, 105(6), 1101-1105. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302589

Klawitter, M. (2011). Multilevel analysis of the effects of antidiscrimination policies on earnings by sexual orientation. Journal
of Policy Analysis and Management, 30(2), 334-358. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.20563

Klawitter, M. (2015). Meta-analysis of the effects of sexual orientation on earnings. Industrial Relations: A Journal of Econonty
and Society, 54(1), 4-32. https://doi.org/10.1111/irel. 12075

Klawitter, M., & Flatt, V. (1998). The effects of state and local antidiscrimination policies on earnings for gays and les-
bians. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 17(4), 658-686. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6688(199823)
17:4%3C658::AID-PAM4%3E3.0.CO;2-P

Kolk, M., & Andersson, G. (2020). Two decades of same-sex marriage in Sweden: A demographic account of developments in
marriage, childbearing, and divorce. Demography, 57(1), 147-169. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-019-00847-6

Kreitzer, R. J., Hamilton, A. J., & Tolbert, C. J. (2014). Does policy adoption change opinions on minority rights? The effects
of legalizing same-sex marriage. Political Research Quarterly, 67(4), 795-808. https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912914540483

Kurtz, S. (2004, February 2). The end of marriage in Scandinavia: The ‘conservative case’ collapses. The Weekly Standard,
9(20), 26-33.

Langbein, L., & Yost, M. A. (2009). Same-sex marriage and negative externalities. Social Science Quarterly, 90(2), 292-308.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2009.00618.x

Lundberg, S., & Pollak, R. A. (2015). The evolving role of marriage: 1950-2010. The Future of Children, 25(2), 29-50.
https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2015.0011

Lundberg, S., Pollak, R. A., & Stearns, J. (2016). Family inequality: Diverging patterns in marriage, cohabitation, and
childbearing. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 30(2), 79—102. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.30.2.79

Mackenzie-Liu, M., Schwegman, D. J., & Lopoo, L. M. (2021). Do foster care agencies discriminate against gay couples?
Evidence from a correspondence study. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 40(4), 1140—-1170. https://doi.org/10.
1002/pam.22237

Manning, A., & Masella, P. (2023). The dynamics of the debate about gay rights: Evidence from US newspapers. Journal of
Law Economics, & Organization, 39(2), 456—492. https://doi.org/10.1093/jleo/ewab043

Manning, W. D., Fettro, M. N., & Lamidi, E. (2014). Child well-being in same-sex parent families: Review of research prepared
for American Sociological Association amicus brief. Population Research and Policy Review, 33, 485-502. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11113-014-9329-6

Movement Advancement Project. (2023, October). Under fire: The war on LGBTQ people in America. https://www.
mapresearch.org/under-fire-report

Marcén, M., & Morales, M. (2022a). Same-sex marriage/partnership. In K. F. Zimmermann (Ed.), Handbook of labor, human
resources and population economics (pp. 1-20). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57365-6_267-1

85ULD| SUOWIWIOD 3AIER1D djqeatjdde auyy Ag peusenob a1e eI O ‘8N JO S3|n1 10} ARIqIT8UIIUO 81 UO (SUOTHIPUOD-PUE-SWUIBY WO A8 1M AReq)1[Buljuo//StL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWw. | 8Ly 88S *[7202/0/62] Uo Areigiauluo A8 * 1.3 JO AIsieAun - suosues oeq Ag 28522 Wed/z00T 0T/I0p/L0D A3 im A Telq Ul u//SANY Woj pepeo|umoq ‘0 ‘8899025T


https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22287
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11150-019-09454-1
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2009.168815
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2011.300382
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-013-0125-6
https://doi.org/10.5749/minnesota/9780816681716.003.0003
https://database.ilga.org/same-sex-marriage-civil-unions
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK64806/
https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.1220-11396R2
https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2023-05/Ipsos%20LGBT%2B%20Pride%202023%20Global%20Survey%20Report%20-%20rev.pdf
https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2023-05/Ipsos%20LGBT%2B%20Pride%202023%20Global%20Survey%20Report%20-%20rev.pdf
https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2023-05/Ipsos%20LGBT%2B%20Pride%202023%20Global%20Survey%20Report%20-%20rev.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1215/00703370-8994569
https://doi.org/10.1215/00703370-8994569
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302589
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.20563
https://doi.org/10.1111/irel.12075
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6688(199823)17:4%3C658::AID-PAM4%3E3.0.CO;2-P
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6688(199823)17:4%3C658::AID-PAM4%3E3.0.CO;2-P
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-019-00847-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912914540483
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2009.00618.x
https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2015.0011
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.30.2.79
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22237
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22237
https://doi.org/10.1093/jleo/ewab043
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-014-9329-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-014-9329-6
https://www.mapresearch.org/under-fire-report
https://www.mapresearch.org/under-fire-report
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57365-6_267-1

A REVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE 27

Marcén, M., & Morales, M. (2022b). The effect of same-sex marriage legalization on interstate migration in the USA. Journal
of Population Economics, 35, 441-469. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-021-00842-5

Martin, J., & Rodriguez, Z. (2022). The effect of same-sex marriage legalization on adoptions and family formation in the U.S.
[Working paper]. SSRN. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4307175

Matouschek, N., & Rasul, 1. (2008). The economics of the marriage contract: Theories and evidence. Journal of Law and
Economics, 51(1), 59-110. https://doi.org/10.1086/588596

Mazrekaj, D., De Witte, K., & Cabus, S. (2020). School outcomes of children raised by same-sex parents: Evidence from
administrative panel data. American Sociological Review, 85(5), 830-856. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122420957249

McCarthy, J. (2023, June 5). U.S. same-sex marriage support holds at 71% high. Gallup. https://news.gallup.com/poll/506636/
sex-marriage-support-holds-high.aspx

Meslay, G. (2019). Five years of same-sex marriage in France: Differences between male and female couples marriage.
Population, 74(4), 465-482. https://doi.org/10.3917/popu.1904.0499

Meyer, 1. H. (1995). Minority stress and mental health in gay men. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 36(1), 38. https://
doi.org/10.2307/2137286

Miller, J. J., & Park, K. A. (2018). Same-sex marriage laws and demand for mortgage credit. Review of Economics of the
Household, 16(2), 229-254. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11150-016-9356-7

Nagourney, A., & Peters, J. W. (2023, April 16). How a campaign against transgender rights mobilized conservatives. New York
Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2023/04/16/us/politics/transgender-conservative-campaign.html

Patterson, C. J., Sepilveda, M.-J., & White, J. (Eds.) (2020). Understanding the well-being of LGBTQI+ populations. National
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. https://doi.org/10.17226/25877

Nikolaou, D. (2022). Same-sex marriage laws, LGBT hate crimes, and employment discrimination charges. Southern Economic
Journal, 88(3), 869-905. https://doi.org/10.1002/soej.12548

Nikolaou, D. (2023a). Effects of marriage equality legislation on sexual health of the US population. Health Economics, 32(1),
107-133. https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.4612

Nikolaou, D. (2023b). Same-sex marriage legalization and sexually transmitted infections across Europe. Oxford Bulletin of
Economics and Statistics, 85(1), 35-69. https://doi.org/10.1111/obes.12519

Noack, T., Seierstad, A., & Weedon-Fekjer, H. (2005). A demographic analysis of registered partnerships (legal same-sex
unions): The case of Norway. European Journal of Population, 21(1), 89—109. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-005-3626-z

Obergefell v. Hodges, 576 U.S. ___ (2015). https://constitutioncenter.org/the-constitution/supreme-court-case-library/
obergefell-v-hodges

Ofosu, E. K., Chambers, M. K., Chen, J. M., & Hehman, E. (2019). Same-sex marriage legalization associated with reduced
implicit and explicit antigay bias. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(18), 8846—8851. https://doi.org/10.
1073/pnas.1806000116

Patterson, C. J. (1992). Children of lesbian and gay parents. Child Development, 63(5), 1025-1042. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1467-8624.1992.tb01679.x

Pettis, R. W., Valencia, Z., & Williams, B. J. (2022). Pride and prejudice: Same-sex marriage legalization announcements and
hate crimes. Journal of Law and Economics, 65(4), 811-835. https://doi.org/10.1086/721700

Potter, D. (2012). Same-sex parent families and children’s academic achievement. Journal of Marriage and Family, 74(3),
556-571. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2012.00966.x

Povich, E. S. (2022, July 7). Without Obergefell, most states would have same-sex marriage bans. Stateline. https://stateline.
org/2022/07/07/without-obergefell-most-states- would-have-same-sex- marriage- bans/

Raifman, J., Moscoe, E., Austin, S. B., & McConnell, M. (2017). Difference-in-differences analysis of the association between
state same-sex marriage policies and adolescent suicide attempts. JAMA Pediatrics, 171(4), 350-356. https://doi.org/10.
1001/jamapediatrics.2016.4529

Rambachan, A., & Roth, J. (2023). A more credible approach to parallel trends. The Review of Economic Studies, 90(5),
2555-2591. https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdad018

Ramos, C., Goldberg, N. G., & Badgett, M. V. L. (2009). The effects of marriage equality in Massachusetts: A survey of the
experiences and impact of marriage on same-sex couples. Williams Institute. https://escholarship.org/uc/item/9dx6v3kj

Rault, W. (2003). The best way to court. The French mode of registration and its impact on the social significance of part-
nerships. In M. Digoix & P. Festy (Eds.), Same-sex couples, same-sex partnerships & homosexual marriages: A focus on
cross-national differentials (pp. 27-33). Proceedings of the Stockholm Conference, Stockholm University, 25-26 September
2003. Institut national d’études démographiques. https://www.ined.fr/fichier/s_rubrique/19410/124.fr.pdf

Redpath, C. (2022). Spousal visa policy and mixed-citizenship couples: Evidence from the end of the Defense Of Marriage Act
[Working paper]. SocArXiv. https://doi.org/10.31235/0sf.io/mzuwe

Rees, D. I, Sabia, J. J., & Kumpas, G. (2022). Anti-bullying laws and suicidal behaviors among teenagers. Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management, 41(3), 787-823. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22405

Renew Europe. (2018, February 8). Hungarian court rules to acknowledge same-sex marriages abroad as equivalent to
civil partnership. Medium. https://reneweurope.medium.com/hungarian-court-rules-to-acknowledge- same-sex-marriages-
abroad-as-equivalent-to-civil-partnership-83b50e4060f7

Rosenfeld, M. J. (2010). Nontraditional families and childhood progress through school. Demography, 47(3), 755-775. https://
doi.org/10.1353/dem.0.0112

85ULD| SUOWIWIOD 3AIER1D djqeatjdde auyy Ag peusenob a1e eI O ‘8N JO S3|n1 10} ARIqIT8UIIUO 81 UO (SUOTHIPUOD-PUE-SWUIBY WO A8 1M AReq)1[Buljuo//StL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWw. | 8Ly 88S *[7202/0/62] Uo Areigiauluo A8 * 1.3 JO AIsieAun - suosues oeq Ag 28522 Wed/z00T 0T/I0p/L0D A3 im A Telq Ul u//SANY Woj pepeo|umoq ‘0 ‘8899025T


https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-021-00842-5
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4307175
https://doi.org/10.1086/588596
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122420957249
https://news.gallup.com/poll/506636/sex-marriage-support-holds-high.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/506636/sex-marriage-support-holds-high.aspx
https://doi.org/10.3917/popu.1904.0499
https://doi.org/10.2307/2137286
https://doi.org/10.2307/2137286
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11150-016-9356-7
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/04/16/us/politics/transgender-conservative-campaign.html
https://doi.org/10.17226/25877
https://doi.org/10.1002/soej.12548
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.4612
https://doi.org/10.1111/obes.12519
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-005-3626-z
https://constitutioncenter.org/the-constitution/supreme-court-case-library/obergefell-v-hodges
https://constitutioncenter.org/the-constitution/supreme-court-case-library/obergefell-v-hodges
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1806000116
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1806000116
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1992.tb01679.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1992.tb01679.x
https://doi.org/10.1086/721700
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2012.00966.x
https://stateline.org/2022/07/07/without-obergefell-most-states-would-have-same-sex-marriage-bans/
https://stateline.org/2022/07/07/without-obergefell-most-states-would-have-same-sex-marriage-bans/
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2016.4529
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2016.4529
https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdad018
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/9dx6v3kj
https://www.ined.fr/fichier/s_rubrique/19410/124.fr.pdf
https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/mzuwe
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22405
https://reneweurope.medium.com/hungarian-court-rules-to-acknowledge-same-sex-marriages-abroad-as-equivalent-to-civil-partnership-83b50e4060f7
https://reneweurope.medium.com/hungarian-court-rules-to-acknowledge-same-sex-marriages-abroad-as-equivalent-to-civil-partnership-83b50e4060f7
https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.0.0112
https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.0.0112

28 A REVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE

Rosenfeld, M. J. (2013). Reply to Allen et al. Demography, 50(3), 963-969. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-012-0170-4

Roth, J., Sant’Anna, P. H. C., Bilinski, A., & Poe, J. (2023). What’s trending in difference-in-differences? A synthesis of the
recent econometrics literature. Journal of Econometrics, 235(2), 2218-2244. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2023.03.008

Sansone, D. (2019a). Pink work: Same-sex marriage, employment and discrimination. Journal of Public Economics,
180(December), 104086. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2019.104086

Sansone, D. (2019b). LGBT students: new evidence on demographics and educational outcomes. Economics of Education
Review, 73(December), 101933. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2019.101933

Saxby, K., de New, S. C., & Petrie, D. (2020). Structural stigma and sexual orientation disparities in healthcare use: Evi-
dence from Australian census-linked-administrative data. Social Science & Medicine, 255, 113027. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-socscimed.2020.113027

Schneebaum, A., & Badgett, M. V. L. (2019). Poverty in US lesbian and gay couple households. Feminist Economics, 25(1),
1-30. https://doi.org/10.1080/13545701.2018.1441533

Sen, A. (1976). Liberty, unanimity and rights. Economica, 43(171), 217-245. https://doi.org/10.2307/2553122

Seror, A., & Ticku, R. (2023). Legalized same-sex marriage and coming out in America: Evidence from Catholic seminaries
[Working paper].

Smock, P. J., & Schwartz, C. R. (2020). The demography of families: A review of patterns and change. Journal of Marriage
and Family, 82(1), 9-34. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12612

Stevenson, A. (2012). The labor supply and tax revenue consequences of federal same-sex marriage legalization. National Tax
Journal, 65(4), 783-806. https://doi.org/10.17310/ntj.2012.4.03

Stevenson, B. (2007). The impact of divorce laws on marriage-specific capital. Journal of Labor Economics, 25(1), 75-94.
https://doi.org/10.1086/508732

Stevenson, B., & Wolfers, J. (2007). Marriage and divorce: Changes and their driving forces. The Journal of Economic
Perspectives, 21(2), 27-52. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.21.2.27

Sun, L., & Abraham, S. (2021). Estimating dynamic treatment effects in event studies with heterogeneous treatment effects.
Journal of Econometrics, 225(2), 175-199. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2020.09.006

Takdcs, J., & Szalma, I. (2011). Homophobia and same-sex partnership legislation in Europe. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion:
An International Journal, 30(5), 356-378. https://doi.org/10.1108/02610151111150627

Tankard, M. E., & Paluck, E. L. (2017). The effect of a Supreme Court decision regarding gay marriage on social norms and
personal attitudes. Psychological Science, 28(9), 1334—1344. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617709594

Trans Legislation Tracker. (2023, November). Tracking the rise of anti-trans bills in the U.S. https://translegislation.com/learn

Trandafir, M. (2015). Legal recognition of same-sex couples and family formation. Demography, 52(1), 113—151. https://doi.
org/10.1007/513524-014-0361-2

United States v. Windsor, 570 U.S. 744. (2013). https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/570/744/

Ura, A. (2017, June 30). Texas Supreme Court throws out ruling that favored same-sex marriage benefits. Texas Tribune.
https://www.texastribune.org/2017/06/30/texas-supreme- court-ruling- houston-same- sex- marriage-benefits/

Voena, A. (2015). Yours, mine, and ours: Do divorce laws affect the intertemporal behavior of married couples? American
Economic Review, 105(8), 2295-2330. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20120234

Watkins, C. S. (2018). School progress among children of same-sex couples. Demography, 55(3), 799-821. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s13524-018-0678-3

West, C., & Zimmerman, D. H. (1987). Doing gender. Gender and Society, 1(2), 125-151. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0891243287001002002

Yoshino, K. (2015). Speak now: Marriage equality on trial. Crown Publishing Group. https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/
books/225424/speak-now-by-kenji-yoshino/

How to cite this article: Badgett, M. V. L., Carpenter, C. S., Lee, M. J., & Sansone, D.
(2024). A review of the effects of legal access to same-sex marriage. Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management, 1-29. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22587

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

M. V. Lee Badgett is a Professor in the Department of Economics at the University of Mas-
sachusetts — Amherst, 319 Crotty Hall, Amherst, MA 01003 (email: Ibadgett@econs.umass.edu).

85ULD| SUOWIWIOD 3AIER1D djqeatjdde auyy Ag peusenob a1e eI O ‘8N JO S3|n1 10} ARIqIT8UIIUO 81 UO (SUOTHIPUOD-PUE-SWUIBY WO A8 1M AReq)1[Buljuo//StL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWw. | 8Ly 88S *[7202/0/62] Uo Areigiauluo A8 * 1.3 JO AIsieAun - suosues oeq Ag 28522 Wed/z00T 0T/I0p/L0D A3 im A Telq Ul u//SANY Woj pepeo|umoq ‘0 ‘8899025T


https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-012-0170-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2023.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2019.104086
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2019.101933
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2020.113027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2020.113027
https://doi.org/10.1080/13545701.2018.1441533
https://doi.org/10.2307/2553122
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12612
https://doi.org/10.17310/ntj.2012.4.03
https://doi.org/10.1086/508732
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.21.2.27
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2020.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/02610151111150627
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617709594
https://translegislation.com/learn
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-014-0361-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-014-0361-2
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/570/744/
https://www.texastribune.org/2017/06/30/texas-supreme-court-ruling-houston-same-sex-marriage-benefits/
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20120234
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0678-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0678-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243287001002002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243287001002002
https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/225424/speak-now-by-kenji-yoshino/
https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/225424/speak-now-by-kenji-yoshino/
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22587

A REVIEW OF THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE | 29

Christopher S. Carpenter is E. Bronson Ingram University Distinguished Professor in the Depart-
ment of Economics at Vanderbilt University, 2301 Vanderbilt Place, Nashville, TN 37235-1819
(email: christopher.s.carpenter @ vanderbilt.edu).

Maxine J. Lee is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Economics at San Francisco State
University, HSS Building Rm 144, 1600 Holloway Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94132 (email:
mclee @sfsu.edu).

Dario Sansone is a Lecturer (Assistant Professor) in the Department of Economics at the
University of Exeter, Rennes Drive, Exeter, EX4 4PU, UK (email: d.sansone @exeter.ac.uk).

85ULD| SUOWIWIOD 3AIER1D djqeatjdde auyy Ag peusenob a1e eI O ‘8N JO S3|n1 10} ARIqIT8UIIUO 81 UO (SUOTHIPUOD-PUE-SWUIBY WO A8 1M AReq)1[Buljuo//StL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWw. | 8Ly 88S *[7202/0/62] Uo Areigiauluo A8 * 1.3 JO AIsieAun - suosues oeq Ag 28522 Wed/z00T 0T/I0p/L0D A3 im A Telq Ul u//SANY Woj pepeo|umoq ‘0 ‘8899025T



	A review of the effects of legal access to same-sex marriage
	Abstract
	INTRODUCTION
	INSTITUTIONAL/HISTORICAL BACKGROUND AND POLICY ALTERNATIVES
	CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS
	METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR STUDYING SAME-SEX MARRIAGE
	REVIEW OF LITERATURE ON THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE IN THE U.S. 
	Effects on attitudes towards LGBTQ+ people
	Effects on take-up of same-sex and different-sex marriages
	Effects on tax revenues, employment, and household specialization
	Effects on health insurance
	Effects on physical and mental health
	Effect on migration and residential location
	Effects on family formation and childrearing

	INTERNATIONAL EVIDENCE ON THE EFFECTS OF LEGAL ACCESS TO SAME-SEX MARRIAGE
	SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE
	CHALLENGES FOR LEGAL SAME-SEX MARRIAGE AND LGBTQ+ RIGHTS
	DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH ON SAME-SEX MARRIAGE
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	REFERENCES
	AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES


