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Whether and how civil society should recognize committed
relationships between same-sex partners has become a
prominent, often divisive, policy issue. The present article
reviews relevant behavioral and social science research to
assess the validity of key factual claims in this debate. The
data indicate that same-sex and heterosexual relationships
do not differ in their essential psychosocial dimensions;
that a parent’s sexual orientation is unrelated to her or his
ability to provide a healthy and nurturing family environ-
ment; and that marriage bestows substantial psychologi-
cal, social, and health benefits. It is concluded that same-
sex couples and their children are likely to benefit in
numerous ways from legal recognition of their families,
and providing such recognition through marriage will be-
stow greater benefit than civil unions or domestic partner-
ships. Trends in public opinion toward greater support for
legal recognition of same-sex couples are discussed.
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In the past decade, the question of whether and how
civil society should recognize committed intimate re-
lationships between two people of the same sex has

become a prominent and often divisive policy issue. Sup-
porters of legal recognition have typically framed their
arguments in terms of human rights and justice, whereas
opponents have usually invoked religious teachings and
tradition to support their position (Price, Nir, & Cappella,
2005). In addition to this clash between deeply felt values,
the debate has raised factual questions about the nature of
same-sex couples, their families, and the institution of
marriage in general. Indeed, advocates on both sides have
invoked the scientific research literature to support many of
their legal and policy arguments.

Although empirical research cannot reconcile disputes
about core values implicated by the marriage controversy,
it can address factual questions. Indeed, in 2004 and 2005
the American Psychological Association (APA) submitted
amicus curiae briefs that reviewed the scientific evidence
pertinent to cases addressing the constitutionality of state
laws denying marriage rights to same-sex couples in Ne-
braska, New Jersey, New York, Oregon, and Washington.1

In the present article, I summarize and extend the briefs’
discussion of research findings relevant to the three factual
questions that have featured most prominently in legal and
policy debates about marriage equality: (a) Do the intimate
relationships of same-sex and different-sex couples differ in
ways that are relevant to legal recognition of the former? (b)
Does having gay, lesbian, or bisexual parents disadvantage a
child relative to comparable children of heterosexual parents,
such that denying same-sex couples the right to marry is
ultimately beneficial for children? (c) Does legal recognition
of intimate relationships through the institution of marriage
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1 The impetus for submitting these briefs was a series of APA policies
enacted by the membership since 1975 that were based on the premise that
psychologists and all mental health professionals should “take the lead in
removing the stigma of mental illness that has long been associated with
homosexual orientations” (Conger, 1975, p. 633). In 2004, the APA Council
of Representatives voted to “take a leadership role in opposing all discrimi-
nation in legal benefits, rights, and privileges against same-sex couples” and
to “provide scientific and educational resources that inform public discussion
and public policy development regarding sexual orientation and marriage”
(Paige, 2005, pp. 498–499). That same year, in a separate resolution, the
Council also voted to “take a leadership role in opposing all discrimination
based on sexual orientation in matters of adoption, child custody and visita-
tion, foster care, and reproductive health services” and to “provide scientific
and educational resources that inform public discussion and public policy
development regarding discrimination based on sexual orientation in matters
of adoption, child custody and visitation, foster care, and reproductive health
services” (Paige, 2005, p. 500).
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bestow unique psychosocial benefits on those who participate
in it and, therefore, disadvantage those who cannot marry?

I begin with a brief discussion of the history of the
marriage equality debate and its broader context in U.S.
society. Next, I summarize the scientific literature pertinent
to the factual questions noted above. Because extensive
research has been conducted on each topic and a thorough
review is beyond the scope of the present article, I cite key
literature reviews and meta-analyses when they are avail-
able. Finally, I discuss the social and psychological impact
of current laws against marriage between two people of the
same sex and consider the prospects for changes in public
opinion about marriage equality.

Background
By early 2006, same-sex couples2 enjoyed at least some
degree of official recognition in most European countries
and full marriage rights in the Netherlands, Belgium,
Spain, and Canada, with legislation pending in South Af-
rica and elsewhere. In the United States, same-sex couples
were legally allowed to marry only in Massachusetts. Six
other states had enacted legislation granting varying de-
grees of limited legal protections and benefits under the
rubrics of civil unions (Vermont, Connecticut), domestic
partnerships (California, New Jersey, Maine), and recipro-
cal beneficiary relationships (Hawaii). In addition, some
state and local governmental entities offered limited bene-
fits for the same-sex partners of their employees (e.g.,
access to group health insurance plans), as did many pri-
vate employers. Same-sex couples’ parental rights had stat-
utory protection through second parent adoptions (whereby
a parent consents to a partner’s adopting her or his child
while retaining parental rights) in a handful of states,
including California, Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Jer-
sey, New York, and Vermont, as well as the District of
Columbia. Joint adoption rights had been granted by trial
courts in other jurisdictions.3

Political opposition to government recognition of
same-sex couples has been intense. When a Hawaii court
decision (Baehr v. Lewin, 1993) raised the prospect that
marriage rights might be granted to same-sex partners in
the Aloha State, Congress passed the 1996 Defense of
Marriage Act (DOMA). DOMA defines marriage as the
union of one man and one woman and exempts states from
recognizing marriages performed in another state between
two people of the same sex (Defense of Marriage Act,
1996). Most states subsequently passed their own versions
of DOMA (Peterson, 2004). Even some states that now
accord legal status to same-sex partners (i.e., Hawaii and
Vermont) originally did so mainly to avoid granting full
marriage rights to such couples as a consequence of court
decisions.

Late in 2003, the Massachusetts Supreme Court or-
dered that state to begin recognizing same-sex unions
within 6 months (Goodridge v. Dept. of Public Health,
2003). The following May, during the first two days when
marriages between same-sex partners were legal, approxi-
mately 1,700 couples filed their intentions to marry (Shar-
tin, 2004). In the interim, local government officials in

several other jurisdictions around the country briefly issued
marriage licenses to same-sex partners until they were
stopped by state courts or officials. Licenses were issued to
4,037 couples in San Francisco in February and March
2004 (Murphy, 2004), to 3,022 couples in Multnomah
County, Oregon, in March and April 2004 (“Gay Weddings
Halted, but Marriages Stand,” 2004), and to 68 couples in
Sandoval County, New Mexico, in February 2004 (Akers,
2004). Smaller numbers sought marriage licenses in New
York and New Jersey (Cullinane, 2004; Precious, 2004).

In response, religious conservatives intensified their
state-level campaigns across the country to pass statutes
and constitutional amendments banning same-sex mar-
riage. They also called for a federal Constitutional amend-
ment and received support from President George W. Bush,
who used the marriage issue to galvanize supporters in his
2004 presidential campaign (Lochhead, 2004). Eleven
states approved bans on same-sex marriage in the 2004
November election, most with support from more than 60%
of voters (Peterson, 2004). Since the 2004 elections, still
more states have enacted prohibitions on legal recognition
of same-sex relationships, and others are in the process of
doing so as this article goes to press. (For more historical
background, see Chauncey, 2004, Lewin, 1998, and Nardi,
1997.)

Proponents of marriage equality have battled these
measures in the courts and legislatures. As this article goes
to press, cases contesting the constitutionality of laws
against marriage and civil unions are being litigated in
several states, including California and Maryland. In 2005,
the California state legislature passed a statute granting
marriage equality to same-sex couples, the first such U.S.
law to be passed at the state level. However, the bill was
vetoed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger.

The national debate about marriage equality must be
understood in its broader historical context (Cherlin, 2004;
Coontz, 2005). For most of Western history, marriage was
an institution for securing wealth, property rights, and
power. Only in the 19th century did it come to be defined
as an institution based mainly on romantic love. In the
mid-20th century, the dominant model of marriage in the
United States centered on emotional intimacy (husbands
and wives were lovers, friends, and companions to each
other) and clear gender roles (with a male breadwinner
father and a female homemaker mother). By the 1960s,

2 Throughout this article, the term same-sex couple—rather than, for
example, gay male couple or lesbian couple—is used to refer to intimate
partnerships consisting of two men or two women. This descriptor avoids
the problem of making unnecessary presumptions about the sexual orien-
tation of the partners. In descriptions of data from public opinion surveys,
however, the original question wordings have been preserved.

3 As this article goes to press, legislation and litigation regarding
same-sex couples and parenting are pending in many states and countries.
For current information, readers are advised to consult the Web sites of
organizations that monitor relevant laws and policies. Examples include
the National Adoption Information Clearinghouse (http://naic.acf.hhs.gov/
index.cfm), Lambda Legal Defense and Education Fund (http://
www.lambdalegal.org), and the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force
(http://www.thetaskforce.org/).
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however, cultural shifts threw this “Ozzie and Harriet”
model into upheaval. Increasing labor force participation
by women and the rise of a feminist movement led to
challenges to longstanding gender roles, including those at
the core of traditional marriage. Improved birth control
technologies and a revolution in sexual mores facilitated
the separation of sexual behavior from reproduction along
with more widespread acceptance of nonmarital sex. With
the rise of the human potential movement, self-fulfillment
and the development of personal identity were accorded
greater importance in making life decisions, including
whether to marry or remain married. In the face of these
changes, many people increasingly came to understand and
evaluate marriage according to individualistic criteria, with
marital satisfaction defined more in terms of self-fulfill-
ment and self-expression than by the performance of cul-
turally prescribed spousal roles (see Cherlin, 2004; Coontz,
2005).

Around the same time, gay and lesbian (and, later,
bisexual) people began to publicly affirm their sexual ori-
entation, forming visible communities and working to end
discrimination based on sexuality (D’Emilio, 1983). As
early as the 1970s, significant numbers began to recognize
that their intimate relationships manifested the characteris-
tics that had increasingly come to be viewed as central to
marriage (Nardi, 1997). In the 1990s, sexual minority in-
dividuals asserted that their unions met contemporary cri-
teria for civil marriage and argued with growing insistence
that the institution’s social and legal benefits should be
extended to them (Chauncey, 2004; Lewin, 1998). Mean-
while, political and religious conservatives called for the
restoration of marriage as an institution for defining the
boundaries for acceptable sexuality, child rearing, and gen-
der roles. Many of those same conservatives had consis-
tently fought the gay community’s efforts to eliminate
inequalities between heterosexuals and sexual minorities in
other areas, such as employment and housing, and the
marriage issue provided yet another arena for battle
(Chauncey, 2004; Herman, 1997). While a majority of the
public opposes many forms of discrimination based on
sexual orientation (Yang, 1997), the fight against marriage
equality has proved to be a winning issue for conservatives
in most of the electoral and legislative arenas in which it
has been contested, as noted above.

Consistent with ballot outcomes, public opinion re-
search shows that most U.S. adults currently oppose mar-
riage rights for same-sex couples. Nevertheless, attitudes in
this arena are becoming increasingly nuanced, with support
now widespread for other types of limited recognition. In
2004, on the same day when voters in 11 states overwhelm-
ingly enacted bans on marriage, national exit polls revealed
that 60% of voters supported some form of legal recogni-
tion for same-sex couples—either marriage or civil unions
(Kohut, 2004). Similarly, a July 2005 Pew Research Center
national survey of U.S. adults found that 53% favored
allowing gay and lesbian couples to enter into legal agree-
ments with each other that would give them many of the
same rights as married couples (Pew Research Center for
the People and the Press, 2005).

This majority support contrasts sharply with public
reactions to same-sex couples only a few decades earlier. In
1982, when the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed
the nation’s first domestic partners statute, the measure was
highly controversial and was vetoed by then-mayor Dianne
Feinstein with strong support from the city’s major news-
papers and its Catholic archbishop (Rannells, 1982). A few
years later, only 23% of respondents to a 1989 Gallup
national survey believed homosexual couples should have
“the same legal rights as if they were husband and wife
when it comes to things like inheritance, the right to adopt
a child and hospital visits.”4 As recently as 2000, 16
members of the Vermont House of Representatives who
supported that state’s civil unions law were turned out of
office in the first statewide election after their votes (Moats,
2004).

Although civil unions and domestic partnerships are
now favored by most of the public, opposition to marriage
equality remains strong. In the 2005 Pew survey cited
above, only 36% of respondents supported allowing gay
men and lesbians to marry legally. Similarly, a Gallup
survey conducted the following month found that only 37%
of respondents felt that “marriages between homosexuals
should be recognized by the law as valid, with the same
rights as traditional marriages” (Gallup Poll, 2005). Yet
even these figures represent an increase over recent decades
in public support for marriage. In the 1988 General Social
Survey, for example, only 12% of respondents agreed that
“Homosexual couples should have the right to marry one
another.”

In summary, polling data show increasing public sup-
port for recognition of same-sex couples. Most U.S. adults
now favor giving those couples many of the rights and
privileges bestowed by marriage. Most of the public re-
mains opposed to granting legal marriage to same-sex
couples, but that majority has shrunk in recent years. With
the foregoing discussion as context, I address the factual
questions that have been central to the marriage equality
debate in the next sections of the article.

Same-Sex Committed Relationships
I noted previously that as cultural definitions of marriage
have evolved in the United States and other Western coun-
tries, relationship quality and its constituent components
have become increasingly central to the meaning of that
institution. In this section, I consider empirical research
comparing the psychological and social dimensions of
same-sex and heterosexual intimate partnerships. Before
doing so, it is important to note two caveats on the inter-
pretation and use of this research.

First, there is an important methodological constraint
on empirical comparisons between same-sex and hetero-
sexual couples. Among the latter, important differences
have been observed between those who choose to marry

4 Throughout this article, polling data described without an accom-
panying bibliographic citation were obtained from the Roper Center for
Public Opinion Research database, accessed via LexisNexis.
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and those who do not, with the former generally manifest-
ing greater commitment, higher levels of relationship sat-
isfaction, greater happiness, and better mental health
(Brown, 2000; Gove, Style, & Hughes, 1990; Nock, 1995;
Stack & Eshleman, 1998). In recognition of this pattern,
research on different-sex couples routinely controls for
self-selection into marriage by differentiating those who
are married from, for example, unmarried cohabiting cou-
ples. Because the vast majority of U.S. same-sex couples
lack legal marriage as an option, a comparable distinction
cannot be made when studying them. As a result, many
research samples of same-sex couples have been more
heterogeneous than samples of heterosexual couples in
terms of relationship duration, degree of perceived com-
mitment, and even cohabiting status. This greater hetero-
geneity might be expected to produce findings that over-
state the extent of dissimilarities between same-sex and
different-sex couples because observed differences might
be attributed to sexual orientation when in fact they are due
to other factors, such as marital status.

A second caveat concerns the nature of scientific
research. The null hypothesis (in this case, that same-sex
and heterosexual couples do not differ) cannot be proved.
A more realistic standard is the one generally adopted in
behavioral and social research, namely, that repeated fail-
ures to disprove the null hypothesis are accepted provision-
ally as a basis for concluding that the groups, in fact, do not
differ. Moreover, it is important to recognize that some
heterogeneity of findings across studies is to be expected
simply because of random variations in sampling. For
example, even if same-sex and heterosexual couples in the
general population truly do not differ in their psychological
dynamics, it is to be expected that a small number of
studies (roughly 5% if probability sampling methods are
employed and conventional levels of statistical significance
are used) will report significant differences. This fact high-
lights the importance of examining the entire body of
research rather than drawing conclusions from one or a few
studies.

In light of these caveats, the observed similarities
between same-sex and different-sex couples are striking.
Like heterosexuals, a large number of gay men and lesbians
want to form stable, long-lasting, committed relationships
(Kurdek, 1995; Peplau & Spalding, 2000), and many suc-
cessfully do so. Data from convenience samples of gay
men and lesbians reveal that (a) the vast majority have been
involved in at least one committed relationship, (b) large
proportions currently are in such a relationship (across
studies, roughly 40%–70% of gay men and 45%–80% of
lesbians), and (c) a substantial number of those couples
have been together for a decade or longer (Kurdek, 1995,
2004; Nardi, 1997; Peplau & Spalding, 2000). A compa-
rable research literature based on probability samples does
not yet exist, but the available survey data (Cochran, Sul-
livan, & Mays, 2003; Kaiser Family Foundation, 2001;
Mills et al., 2001) and the 2000 Census (Simmons &
O’Connell, 2003) corroborate these findings and show that
many same-sex couples are cohabiting.

In their psychological and social dynamics, committed
relationships between same-sex partners closely resemble
those of different-sex married couples. Like heterosexual
couples, same-sex couples form deep emotional attach-
ments and commitments. They face similar challenges con-
cerning intimacy, love, equity, loyalty, and stability and go
through similar processes to address those challenges
(Kurdek, 2001, 2005; Mackey, Diemer, & O’Brien, 2000;
Peplau & Fingerhut, in press; Peplau & Spalding, 2000). In
research examining the quality of intimate relationships,
same-sex couples have not been found to differ from het-
erosexual couples in their satisfaction with their relation-
ships or the social psychological processes that predict
relationship quality (Gottman, Levenson, Gross, et al.,
2003; Kurdek, 2001, 2004, 2005; Mackey et al., 2000;
Peplau & Beals, 2004; Peplau & Fingerhut, in press).
Research on the stability and duration of same-sex rela-
tionships is limited, but data from convenience samples
show that long-lasting relationships are common (Blum-
stein & Schwartz, 1983; Kurdek, 2004). Moreover, the one
published study in this area that examined factors leading
to relationship dissolution found that a decline in relation-
ship quality predicted dissolution of same-sex and hetero-
sexual relationships alike (Kurdek, 2004).

Although same-sex and different-sex couples are psy-
chologically similar in many respects, some differences
between the groups have been observed across studies.
First, cohabiting same-sex couples are less likely than
heterosexual couples to divide household labor according
to culturally defined gender roles. Instead, each partner
often takes on both traditionally masculine and feminine
tasks (Peplau & Beals, 2004). More broadly, same-sex
couples appear to have a greater commitment to equality
between the partners than is the case for heterosexual
couples (Gottman, Levenson, Gross, et al., 2003; Gottman,
Levenson, Swanson, et al., 2003; Kurdek, 2004), although
the extent to which that commitment translates into behav-
ior may be affected by factors such as the partners’ em-
ployment situations and social class (Carrington, 1999;
Peplau & Fingerhut, in press).

A second difference observed between heterosexual
and same-sex couples concerns external social relation-
ships and sources of support. Whereas heterosexual cou-
ples typically receive considerable social support from each
partner’s biological family, same-sex couples generally get
less support from relatives and instead rely mainly on
friends (Kurdek, 2004). In light of the extensive body of
research documenting the hostility to a family member’s
homosexuality frequently displayed by parents and other
relatives (e.g., D’Augelli, Hershberger, & Pilkington,
1998; Herek, 1996), this difference is not surprising. For
example, 34% of the respondents to a 2000 survey with a
probability sample of 405 lesbians, gay men, and bisexuals
from 15 major U.S. metropolitan areas stated that at least
one family member had refused to accept them because of
their sexual orientation (Kaiser Family Foundation, 2001).
Indeed, many gay, lesbian, and bisexual individuals feel
compelled to conceal their sexual orientation from relatives
(Herek, 1996; Savin-Williams, 1998), which precludes re-
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ceipt of social support from those individuals for a same-
sex committed relationship. This aspect of the experiences
of same-sex couples is a consequence of sexual stigma and
sexual prejudice, phenomena that I discuss later in this
article.

A third difference among couples is associated with
gender. It is reasonable to hypothesize that couples con-
sisting of two women differ in at least some respects from
male–male couples and that male–female couples differ
from same-sex couples by virtue of their gender composi-
tion. To the extent that gender-linked differences have been
observed among committed couples, they appear mainly to
revolve around sex. As Peplau (1991) noted, although a
couple’s sexual frequency declines over time in heterosex-
ual and homosexual relationships alike, the frequency of
sex with the primary partner (controlling for relationship
duration) appears to be highest in male couples, lowest in
female couples, and intermediate in heterosexual couples.
Moreover, male couples appear more likely than hetero-
sexual or female couples to openly discuss whether or not
their relationship will be sexually exclusive and to explic-
itly agree to allow sex outside the relationship under certain
conditions (Peplau & Spalding, 2000). These gender-linked
patterns were summarized by Peplau (1991), who observed
that the data “support the view that men want sex more
often than women do and men more highly value sexual
novelty” (Peplau, 1991, p. 194; see also Blumstein &
Schwartz, 1983; Peplau & Fingerhut, in press).

The relevance for public policy of these few docu-
mented differences between heterosexual and same-sex
couples is arguably small. Indeed, the differences in divi-
sion of labor and social support have not been widely
mentioned by opponents of marriage equality. However,
the greater prevalence of sexual nonexclusivity among
male couples has frequently been cited as a reason for
denying legal recognition of marriage to all same-sex cou-
ples (e.g., Knight, 1997; Women’s Prayer and Action
Group, 2004). This argument is flawed in important re-
spects, two of which are noted here.

First, whereas the marriage contract is widely under-
stood to include a commitment to sexual exclusivity, the
relationship forms currently available to same-sex couples
do not. Thus, extrarelationship sexuality has a different
meaning for most unmarried same-sex couples compared
with married heterosexual couples. Heterosexual couples
who do not wish to commit to sexual exclusivity often
choose to cohabit rather than marry (Blumstein &
Schwartz, 1983), and cohabiting heterosexual couples are
less likely to be sexually exclusive than are their married
counterparts (Forste & Tanfer, 1996; Laumann, Gagnon,
Michael, & Michaels, 1994). A similar self-selection pro-
cess would probably occur among same-sex couples if they
were given the choice, with those opting to marry being
more likely to desire a sexually exclusive relationship than
their counterparts who choose to cohabit or otherwise re-
main legally single. In support of this hypothesis, Solomon,
Rothblum, and Balsam (2005) found that gay men who
entered into civil unions in Vermont were more likely to
have agreed with their partners not to have sexual partners

outside the relationship than were gay men not in civil
unions. Thus, it is problematic to extrapolate from existing
data to make predictions about how married same-sex
couples might compare with their heterosexual counter-
parts in this regard.

Second, even if married men in male–male couples
should prove to be more likely than others to have sexually
nonexclusive relationships, this would not justify denying
marriage equality to the entire class of same-sex couples. In
recent national surveys, approximately 21%–25% of men
who were ever (heterosexually) married reported having
extramarital sex, as did 10%–15% of ever-married women
(Laumann et al., 1994; Smith, 2003). This lack of sexual
exclusivity in a significant number of heterosexual mar-
riages is hardly considered a valid reason for denying
marriage to all male–female couples. Moreover, among the
heterosexually married, the same data show that the prev-
alence of extramarital relations varies according to race,
religiosity, and prior marital status, among other factors
(Smith, 2003). However, these empirical patterns do not
legitimize restricting marriage rights to certain racial or
religious groups or the never-married. Neither can compa-
rable data about unmarried male–male couples be consid-
ered a valid basis for denying marriage rights to all same-
sex couples.

In summary, the conclusion to be drawn from behav-
ioral science research is that the psychosocial qualities of
intimate relationships do not reliably differ in key respects
according to whether the couple consists of two men,
two women, or a man and woman. Whereas some differ-
ences have been documented between same-sex and het-
erosexual couples, their relevance to public policy govern-
ing state recognition of relationships is arguably small or
nonexistent.

Are Children Disadvantaged by Being
Raised by a Same-Sex Couple?
Cultural, legal, and technological changes during the 20th
century have fostered a greater diversity of family forms in
U.S. society today compared with even a half-century ago.
For example, changes in divorce laws have resulted in
more single-parent households and blended families which
include children from previous marriages. Never-married
individuals increasingly are becoming parents through ar-
tificial insemination and adoption. Some of these individ-
uals coparent with a cohabiting partner, whereas others
raise their children alone. In addition, more married cou-
ples than in the past are remaining childless (e.g., Bumpass,
1990; Coontz, 2005).

Against this cultural backdrop, same-sex couples in-
creasingly form the core of families in which children are
conceived, born, and raised (e.g., Patterson, 2000; Perrin,
2002). This pattern is especially common among women.
The 2000 Census revealed that 34% of cohabiting female
couples had children under 18 living in the home, as did
22% of male cohabiting couples. By comparison, approx-
imately 46% of heterosexual married couples were raising
children (Bennett & Gates, 2004). Sexual minority men and
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women face somewhat different issues in becoming parents
and raising their children (for reviews, see Patterson, 2004;
Perrin, 2002), and as noted below, empirical research on
lesbian mothers is more extensive than that on gay fathers.
Policy debates about marriage and parenting, however,
have generally not differentiated between female and male
couples.

In debates about marriage equality, questions have
often been raised about the welfare of the children of
same-sex couples. Proponents of marriage equality contend
that gay and lesbian parents are as capable as their hetero-
sexual counterparts and that the well-being of children is
not contingent on the parents’ sexual orientation. For ex-
ample, the Web page of the National Center for Lesbian
Rights includes the assertion that “Social science research
has shown that children raised by lesbian and gay parents
are just as healthy and well-adjusted as those raised by
heterosexual parents” (National Center for Lesbian Rights,
2000, ¶3). Opponents of marriage rights for same-sex part-
ners also invoke scientific research, but they claim that the
children of lesbian and gay parents fare worse than children
raised by heterosexual parents. For example, according to
the Web site of one conservative Christian organization,
there is “overwhelming scientific evidence” that

gay marriage presents a grave threat to children—study after study
has found that boys and girls not raised by both of their biological
parents are much more likely to, among other things, suffer abuse,
perform poorly in school, abuse drugs and alcohol and wind up in
trouble with the law. (Focus on the Family, 2004, ¶5)

A similar, albeit more nuanced, statement of this argument
was made by another opponent of marriage equality:

While scholars continue to disagree about the size of the marital
advantage and the mechanisms by which it is conferred, the
weight of social science evidence strongly supports the idea that
family structure matters and that children do best when raised by
their own mother and father in a decent, loving marriage. (Gal-
lagher, 2004, p. 51, footnote omitted)

Before considering the research evidence relevant to
these competing claims, it is important to critically exam-
ine the underlying premise of the debate about children,
same-sex couples, and marriage. As exemplified in the
assertions quoted above, the widespread assumption ap-
pears to be that same-sex couples should not be allowed to
marry unless it can be proved that their children are socially
and psychologically indistinguishable from children raised
continuously from birth by their (heterosexual) married
parents. However, framing the debate in this way is prob-
lematic for at least two reasons.

First, advocates on both sides of the marriage debate
appear to be demanding, in effect, that researchers conclu-
sively demonstrate that no differences exist between the
children of sexual minority parents and those of heterosex-
ual parents. As noted previously, however, the null hypoth-
esis cannot be proved. Here again, the more realistic stan-
dard is that repeated findings of no significant differences
should be accepted provisionally as a basis for concluding
that the groups, in fact, do not differ. And, as with empir-

ical studies of couples, it is important to examine the entire
body of research rather than to draw conclusions from one
or a few studies because random variations in sampling can
be expected to produce some heterogeneity of findings. In
the long term, for example, even if no differences in psy-
chological adjustment exist between the children of hetero-
sexual parents and the children of sexual minority parents
in the general population, a small number of studies will
inevitably find superior functioning among children in one
group or the other.

Second, one can only speculate whether and to what
extent changes in marriage policy will affect the proportion
of sexual minority adults who parent or the number of
children raised by same-sex couples. It is indisputable,
however, that many gay men, lesbians, and bisexuals al-
ready are parents, and there is no reason to doubt that still
more will conceive and adopt children in the future whether
or not they gain the right to marry. Thus, it is not credible
to argue that marriage equality should be denied in order to
prevent sexual minority adults from becoming or remaining
parents. Rather, the question should be reframed in terms of
whether the children of same-sex couples are benefited or
harmed by laws that prevent their parents from marrying.

Mindful of these limitations in how the argument has
been framed, it is possible to evaluate the relevant scientific
evidence. An examination of the conflicting claims in the
marriage debate reveals that the two sides have based their
arguments on different bodies of research. Focus on the
Family (2004), Gallagher (2004), and other marriage equal-
ity opponents cite studies comparing the children of intact
heterosexual families with children being raised by a single
parent as a consequence of divorce, separation, or the death
of a spouse. Such studies generally show that, all else being
equal, having two parents is more beneficial for a child than
having a single parent (McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994).
However, this research literature does not include studies
comparing children raised by two-parent same-sex couples
with children raised by two-parent heterosexual couples.
Consequently, drawing conclusions about the children of
gay, lesbian, and bisexual parents from those studies inap-
propriately attributes differences resulting from the number
of parents in a household to the parents’ gender or sexual
orientation (e.g., Stacey, 2004).

By contrast, the arguments made by the National
Center for Lesbian Rights (2000) and other supporters of
marriage equality refer to empirical research that has di-
rectly examined gay, lesbian, and bisexual parents—both
single and in same-sex couples—and their children. Over
the past three decades, more than two dozen such studies
have been published (for reviews, see Anderssen, Amlie, &
Ytteroy, 2002; Fulcher, Sutfin, Chan, Scheib, & Patterson,
2006; Patterson, 2000, 2004; Perrin, 2002; Stacey & Bi-
blarz, 2001). This body of research is more directly rele-
vant to the marriage debate because it explicitly compares
children according to the sexual orientation of their parents,
but it is not without flaws. Studies published in the 1970s
and 1980s often utilized small, select convenience samples
and often employed unstandardized measures. Published
reports did not always include adequate descriptions of
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research methodology. Sometimes key variables (e.g.,
whether or not an ostensibly single parent was in a cohab-
iting relationship) were not controlled. However, the over-
all methodological sophistication and quality of studies in
this domain have increased over the years, as would be
expected for any new area of empirical inquiry. More
recent research has reported data from probability and
community-based convenience samples that were not orig-
inally recruited on the basis of sexual orientation (Golom-
bok et al., 2003; Wainright, Russell, & Patterson, 2004),
has used more rigorous assessment techniques, and has
been published in highly respected and widely cited devel-
opmental psychology journals, including Child Develop-
ment and Developmental Psychology. Data are increasingly
available from prospective studies (e.g., Gartrell, Deck,
Rodas, Peyser, & Banks, 2005; MacCallum & Golombok,
2004). In addition, whereas early study samples consisted
mainly of children originally born into heterosexual rela-
tionships that subsequently dissolved when one parent
came out as gay or lesbian, recent samples are more likely
to include children conceived within a same-sex relation-
ship (e.g., by donor insemination) or adopted in infancy by
a same-sex couple. Thus, they are less likely to confound
the effects of having a sexual minority parent with the
consequences of divorce (Amato, 2001; Amato & Keith,
1991).5

Despite considerable variation in the quality of their
samples, research design, measurement methods, and data
analysis techniques, the findings to date have been remark-
ably consistent. Empirical studies comparing children
raised by sexual minority parents with those raised by
otherwise comparable heterosexual parents have not found
reliable disparities in mental health or social adjustment
(Patterson, 1992, 2000; Perrin, 2002; Stacey & Biblarz,
2001; see also Wainright et al., 2004). Differences have not
been found in parenting ability between lesbian mothers
and heterosexual mothers (Golombok et al., 2003; Parks,
1998; Perrin, 2002). Studies examining gay fathers are
fewer in number (e.g., Bigner & Jacobsen, 1989, 1992;
Miller, 1979) but do not show that gay men are any less fit
or able as parents than heterosexual men (for reviews, see
Patterson, 2004; Perrin & Committee on Psychosocial As-
pects of Child and Family Health, 2002).

Questions are sometimes raised about the gender and
sexual development of children raised by lesbian, gay, or
bisexual parents. Relevant data have not been reported on
the children of gay fathers, but empirical studies have
failed to find reliable differences between the children of
lesbian and heterosexual mothers in their patterns of gender
identity (Perrin & Committee on Psychosocial Aspects of
Child and Family Health, 2002) or gender role conformity
(Patterson, 2000).6 In terms of sexual development, discus-
sions sometimes focus on whether the children of lesbian,
gay, or bisexual parents are disproportionately likely to
experience same-sex erotic attractions or to identify as gay.
The relevance of this question to policy is dubious because
homosexuality is neither an illness nor a disability, and the
mental health professions do not regard a homosexual or
bisexual orientation as harmful, undesirable, or requiring

intervention or prevention. More than 30 years ago, the
American Psychiatric Association removed homosexuality
from the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders (American Psychiatric Association, 1980), a de-
cision that has been strongly supported by the American
Psychological Association (2004). Some theorists have
suggested that it would be surprising if no association
existed between the sexual orientation of parents and that
of their children (e.g., Baumrind, 1995; Stacey & Biblarz,
2001), but empirical data addressing this question are lim-
ited. Although much research has examined the possible
influences of genetic, hormonal, developmental, social, and
cultural variables on sexual orientation, no findings have
emerged that permit scientists to conclude that sexual ori-
entation is determined by any particular factor or set of
factors. To the extent that data are available, however, they
show that the vast majority of children raised by lesbian
and gay parents eventually grow up to be heterosexual
(e.g., Bailey, Bobrow, Wolfe, & Mikach, 1995; Patterson,
2000, 2004; Tasker & Golombok, 1997).

The studies cited above demonstrate that sexual mi-
nority parents are not inherently less capable of raising
well-adjusted children than are heterosexual parents. Be-
cause these studies used convenience samples (as have the
vast majority of empirical studies of child development in
general), they do not provide a basis for estimating popu-
lation parameters for all children of sexual minority parents
relative to those with heterosexual parents. One recent
study, however, used a probability sample and thus pro-
vides a valid basis for generalization to the population.
Wainright et al. (2004) analyzed data from the National
Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health, which drew its
participants from a stratified random sample of all U.S.
high schools with at least 30 students (AddHealth, 2004).
The researchers compared 44 adolescents parented by fe-
male couples and 44 adolescents parented by heterosexual
couples, matched on relevant demographic characteristics,
and found no significant differences in psychological well-
being or family and relationship processes (e.g., parental

5 Nevertheless, same-sex couples often find they are restricted to
adopting children or infants from troubled backgrounds (e.g., children
with HIV or other diseases, offspring of mothers with drug abuse histo-
ries) or from other countries (who often have histories of poor nutrition or
other health challenges). Researchers must be careful to control for these
factors when making comparisons to adoptive children raised by hetero-
sexual couples.

6 On the basis of their review of the literature, Stacey and Biblarz
(2001) asserted that six empirical studies have indicated that children of
lesbian mothers display less gender role conformity than children of
heterosexual mothers. However, only two of the cited sources reported
statistically significant differences in this regard (Green, Mandel, Hotvedt,
Gray, & Smith, 1986; Hotvedt & Mandel, 1982), and both of those reports
appear to have been derived from the same ongoing study. Moreover,
many of the differences reported in that study (e.g., that daughters of
lesbian mothers were more likely than daughters of heterosexual mothers
to aspire to nontraditional occupations for women, such as doctor, astro-
naut, lawyer, or engineer) can be considered healthy in a world in which
gender-based discrimination persists. Indeed, empirical research suggests
that psychological androgyny tends to be associated with mental health,
especially compared with psychological femininity (e.g., Barrett & White,
2002).
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warmth, integration into one’s neighborhood). Adolescents
with parents in female couples felt significantly more inte-
grated into their schools than did those with parents in
male–female couples (Wainright et al., 2004).

More studies based on probability samples are needed
on the children of sexual minority parents, especially the
children of gay and bisexual fathers. Yet empirical research
to date has consistently failed to find linkages between
children’s well-being and the sexual orientation of their
parents. If gay, lesbian, or bisexual parents were inherently
less capable than otherwise comparable heterosexual par-
ents, their children would evidence problems regardless of
the type of sample. This pattern clearly has not been
observed. Given the consistent failures in this research
literature to disprove the null hypothesis, the burden of
empirical proof is on those who argue that the children of
sexual minority parents fare worse than the children of
heterosexual parents.

Benefits of Marriage
The belief that being married bestows benefits on wedded
couples is widespread among the public (Thornton &
Young-Demarco, 2001) and scholars (e.g., Coalition for
Marriage, Family and Couples Education, Institute for
American Values, & Center of the American Experiment,
2002; Waite, 1995). Although empirical data and common
experience show that marriage is not a panacea, and that
life circumstances and personality characteristics make it a
better option for some than for others (e.g., Huston & Melz,
2004), its positive consequences are nevertheless well doc-
umented. Married men and women who are satisfied with
their relationships generally experience better physical and
mental health than their unmarried counterparts (Diener,
Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999; Gove et al., 1990; Johnson,
Backlund, Sorlie, & Loveless, 2000; Ross, Mirowsky, &
Goldsteen, 1990; Simon, 2002; Stack & Eshleman, 1998).
This outcome does not result simply from being in an
intimate relationship; otherwise comparable heterosexuals
who are in cohabiting couples generally do not manifest the
same levels of health and well-being as married individuals
(Brown, 2000; Nock, 1995; Stack & Eshleman, 1998; but
see Ross, 1995). Nor does it appear to be simply a product
of self-selection by healthy and happy individuals into
marital relationships (Gove et al., 1990; but see Huston &
Melz, 2004). Of course, marital status alone does not
guarantee greater health or happiness: People who are
unhappy with their marriages often manifest lower levels of
well-being than their unmarried counterparts, and experi-
encing marital discord and dissatisfaction is often associ-
ated with negative health effects (Gove, Hughes, & Style,
1983; Kiecolt-Glaser & Newton, 2001; Williams, 2003).
Nevertheless, happily married couples are generally better
off than the unmarried.

The positive health effects of marriage result in part
from the tangible resources and protections accorded to
spouses by society. The U.S. General Accounting Office
(2004) has identified 1,138 statutory provisions in which
marital status is a factor in determining or receiving federal
benefits, rights, and privileges ranging from Social Security

survivors’ benefits to affordable housing programs. State
governments grant still more benefits. Many of the statu-
tory advantages enjoyed by married partners are financial,
including those deriving from tax laws, employee benefits,
death benefits, and entitlement programs. These special
considerations provide married couples with greater eco-
nomic and financial security than unmarried individuals.
Such security is an important predictor of mental and
physical health (Brown, 2000; Ross et al., 1990; Stack &
Eshleman, 1998; for a general discussion, see Pearlin,
Menaghan, Lieberman, & Mullan, 1981).

Another factor contributing to the well-being of mar-
ried individuals is the greater support they receive from
others, compared with the unmarried. Marital relationships
differ from nonmarital intimate relationships, in part, by
requiring a lifelong commitment that is publicly affirmed,
typically in the presence of family members, friends, and
civil or religious authorities. Thus, social support and in-
tegration are central to the institution of marriage, and the
various rituals associated with marriage can be understood
as cementing the couple’s ties to the larger community
(e.g., Slater, 1963). This public aspect of marriage in-
creases each relationship partner’s sense of security that the
relationship will endure (Cherlin, 2000, 2004). Consistent
with these observations, empirical research shows that mar-
ried adults tend to receive more social support than unmar-
ried adults, especially from parents (Cooney & Uhlenberg,
1992; Nock, 1995; Sprecher, 1988; Umberson, 1992).

In addition to their greater financial stability and social
support, spouses have special rights and privileges not ac-
corded to those in other adult, nonbiological relationships. In
this way, marriage provides buffers against the psychological
stress associated with extremely traumatic life events. For
example, a spouse can make health decisions for an incapac-
itated partner, including decisions involving the continuation
or cessation of heroic measures to prolong the partner’s life.
Such capabilities can contribute to a sense of mastery or
personal control (Pearlin et al., 1981), which is associated with
better health among spousal caregivers (Burton, Newsom,
Schulz, Hirsch, & German, 1997; Miller, Campbell, Farran, &
Kaufman, 1995). Similarly, although the death of a partner is
highly stressful (Gove et al., 1990; Holmes & Rahe, 1967) and
often has negative consequences for the surviving partner’s
psychological and physical health (Stroebe & Stroebe, 1987),
these deleterious effects can be offset to some extent by the
legal benefits marriage bestows. A surviving spouse typically
receives social support and sympathy from others, can make
decisions about funeral and burial arrangements, and has
automatic rights to inheritance, death benefits, and bereave-
ment leave. These factors can somewhat mitigate the consid-
erable stress of bereavement (e.g., Norris & Murrell, 1990).

Married couples’ legal status also enables them to
exercise control over other types of stressful situations or to
avoid them entirely. For example, a married person facing
litigation can nonetheless communicate freely with her or
his spouse because the law creates marital privileges
against being compelled to testify against one’s wife or
husband. Under normal circumstances, a noncitizen spouse
will not be deported or forced to leave the country, and
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special considerations accorded to some noncitizens (e.g.,
employment status, asylum) may extend to their spouses
(U.S. General Accounting Office, 2004). Because marriage
is recognized across state and national borders, husbands
and wives know that their relationship and, when applica-
ble, their parental status, will be considered valid outside
their home state.

In addition to these benefits, the institution of mar-
riage also creates deterrents to relationship dissolution.
Social scientists have long recognized that marital commit-
ment is a function not only of attractive forces (i.e., features
of the partner or the relationship that are rewarding) but
also of external forces that serve as constraints on dissolv-
ing the relationship. Barriers to terminating a marriage
include feelings of obligation to one’s spouse, children, and
other family members; moral and religious values about
divorce; legal restrictions; financial concerns; and the ex-
pected disapproval of friends and the community (Adams
& Jones, 1997; Levinger, 1965). By creating barriers and
constraints on dissolving the relationship, marriage can be
a source of relationship stability and commitment (Adams
& Jones, 1997; Cherlin, 2004; Nock, 1995). It must be
noted that in the absence of adequate rewards, the existence
of barriers alone is not sufficient to sustain a marriage in the
long term. Not surprisingly, perceiving one’s intimate re-
lationship primarily in terms of rewards, rather than barri-
ers to dissolution, is associated with greater relationship
satisfaction (Previti & Amato, 2003). The presence of
barriers, however, may encourage partners to seek solu-
tions for their problems rather than prematurely dissolving
a potentially salvageable relationship. Indeed, the presence
of barriers is negatively correlated with divorce, which
suggests that they contribute to staying together for some
couples in some circumstances (Heaton & Albrecht, 1991;
White & Booth, 1991).

Finally, although they are not well documented em-
pirically, marriage offers intangible benefits. Durkheim
(1951) observed that it helps to protect the individual
from anomie. Expanding on this notion, 20th-century
sociologists characterized marriage as “a social arrange-
ment that creates for the individual the sort of order in
which he can experience his life as making sense”
(Berger & Kellner, 1964, p. 1) and suggested that “in our
society the role that most frequently provides a strong
positive sense of identity, self-worth, and mastery is
marriage” (Gove et al., 1990, p. 16; see also Cherlin,
2004). Although it is difficult to quantify how the mean-
ing of life changes for individuals once they marry,
empirical research clearly demonstrates that marriage
has distinct benefits that extend beyond the material
necessities of life (e.g., R. P. D. Burton, 1998).

Consequences of Nonrecognition for
Same-Sex Couples and Their Children
Although the psychosocial benefits of marriage are well
documented, empirical data are not available to directly
assess the effects on same-sex couples of governmental
nonrecognition for their relationships. Nevertheless, it is

reasonable to conclude that the differential treatment of
those couples, vis-à-vis married heterosexuals, creates spe-
cial challenges and obstacles for them with ultimately
negative consequences for their well-being. Without legal
recognition, partners in same-sex couples lack both the
practical benefits of marriage and the buffers that marriage
provides against the psychosocial consequences of trau-
matic events. The financial situation of same-sex couples is
likely to be less stable than that of married couples, for
example, because they do not enjoy the many economic
protections of marriage in areas such as taxation and prop-
erty rights. Indeed, only one fourth of the states have laws
that explicitly prohibit workplace or housing discrimina-
tion on the basis of sexual orientation. Fearing discrimina-
tion, many members of same-sex couples feel compelled to
conceal not only their relationships but also their sexual
orientation (Badgett, 2001; Schneider, 1986; Woods &
Lucas, 1993). Even when gay and lesbian employees do not
fear dismissal or harassment because of their sexual orien-
tation, they nevertheless receive fewer job-related benefits
than their married coworkers. Family leave policies, health
insurance, and pension plans, for example, typically in-
clude an employee’s spouse but not a same-sex partner.
Even when benefits such as health insurance coverage are
extended to a same-sex partner, they are taxed as income;
this is typically not the case for benefits to heterosexual
spouses.

Because same-sex couples lack the protections that
marriage provides when a spouse dies, they must incur the
considerable expense of creating legal protections for the
surviving partner through wills, trusts, and contracts for
joint ownership of property. Even these measures do not
always protect the partners. A will can be contested by the
decedent’s biological relatives, for example, and unlike a
spouse, the surviving partner is likely to incur a substantial
tax burden when taking sole legal possession of a home that
the couple jointly owned (e.g., Badgett, 2001).

The consequences of having one’s intimate relation-
ship unacknowledged by the law are not only financial. For
example, a member of a same-sex couple may be excluded
from her or his partner’s medical care. She or he may be
denied as basic a right as access to the partner in a hospital
setting restricted to “immediate family” members, such as
an emergency room or intensive care unit. The case of
Sharon Kowalski and Karen Thompson offers a dramatic
example in this regard. They had been committed partners
for 4 years and were living together in a house they had
jointly purchased when a 1983 automobile accident left
Kowalski severely brain damaged, unable to speak or walk,
and temporarily comatose. Lacking a legal relationship to
Kowalski, Thompson was blocked from even getting in-
formation about her partner’s condition immediately after
the accident. When Thompson disclosed the nature of their
relationship to her partner’s parents, Kowalski’s father
refused to acknowledge his daughter’s lesbian orientation.
He gained legal guardianship and barred Thompson from
having any contact with his daughter, even by mail. It was
not until 1991, after an extensive legal battle, that Thomp-
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son was named Sharon Kowalski’s sole legal guardian
(Hunter, 1995; Thompson & Andrzejewski, 1988).

When a member of a same-sex couple dies, the sur-
viving partner may experience a similar negation of their
relationship. She or he may not even be able to make
funeral arrangements. Instead, the decedent’s biological
relatives may take control of the decedent’s estate, com-
pletely excluding the surviving partner (e.g., Richards,
Wrubel, & Folkman, 1999–2000). Such experiences of
disenfranchised grief (Doka, 1989) may compound the
considerable psychological distress experienced by the sur-
viving partner, with potentially long-term mental health
consequences. For example, one longitudinal study of 30
HIV-negative men whose partners died from AIDS found
that the quality of their psychological functioning one year
after the partners’ deaths was predicted by their sense that
ceremonies of leave taking (e.g., funerals) were appropriate
and satisfactory (Weiss & Richards, 1997). The experience
of being partly or completely excluded from such ceremo-
nies thus appears to contribute to poorer psychological
functioning. Examples of other areas in which same-sex
couples are disadvantaged relative to married couples in-
clude immigration (foreign nationals cannot secure U.S.
residence or citizenship through their relationship to a
same-sex partner) and private communication (members of
same-sex couples can be called to testify against their
partners in legal proceedings).

As a consequence of these and the many other forms
of differential treatment to which they are subjected, same-
sex couples are exposed to more stress than married cou-
ples, especially when they encounter life’s inevitable dif-
ficulties and challenges. Because experiencing stress
increases one’s risk for mental and physical illness (e.g.,
Dohrenwend, 2000; Kiecolt-Glaser, McGuire, Robles, &
Glaser, 2002), their lack of legal protection places members
of same-sex couples at greater risk for health problems than
married couples.

It may have consequences as well for the duration and
stability of their relationships. Although homosexual and
heterosexual relationships share many of the same attract-
ing forces, same-sex couples do not have the barriers to
relationship dissolution that the institution of marriage pro-
vides heterosexual couples. Consequently, gay men and
lesbians probably experience fewer institutional barriers to
ending their relationships, compared with married hetero-
sexuals (Kurdek, 1998). Although this relative lack of
barriers probably means that fewer gay men and lesbians
find themselves trapped in unhappy relationships, it may
also promote the breakup of couples facing problems that
could be resolved. Given the lack of institutional barriers,
along with the legal and prejudicial obstacles that same-sex
partners face, the prevalence and durability of gay and
lesbian relationships are striking. Nevertheless, the stability
and longevity of those relationships would most likely be
enhanced if the partners received the same levels of social
support and public recognition of their relationships that
partners in heterosexual couples enjoy.

I noted earlier that questions about parenting in the
marriage equality debate should be reframed to consider

whether the children of same-sex couples are helped or
harmed by laws that bar their parents from marrying. To
the extent that government recognition of same-sex rela-
tionships facilitates well-being for parents, it will enhance
the well-being of their children because children benefit
when their parents (regardless of the latter’s sexual orien-
tation) are financially secure, physically and psychologi-
cally healthy, and not subjected to high levels of stress
(Chan, Raboy, & Patterson, 1998; Patterson, 2001). An-
other negative consequence of the absence of legal recog-
nition is that children born to same-sex couples do not
automatically enjoy a legally defined relationship with both
parents. Such legal clarity is especially important during
times of crisis, ranging from school and medical emergen-
cies involving the child to the incapacity or death of a
parent (e.g., Amato & Keith, 1991). In those situations, a
stable legal bond with the surviving parent gives a child
much needed security and continuity and minimizes the
likelihood of conflicting or competing claims by nonpar-
ents for the child’s custody.

Moreover, in the absence of legal recognition for
same-sex couples, the children born to such couples are
accorded a status historically stigmatized as “illegitimacy”
and “bastardy” (Witte, 2003). Although the social stigma
attached to illegitimacy has declined in recent decades,
being born to unmarried parents is still widely considered
undesirable. Indeed, opponents of marriage equality have
argued that the stigma attached to unwed parentage serves
a valuable social function and should be perpetuated (Gal-
lagher, 2004). This stigma is likely to be extended to the
children of unmarried same-sex couples.

Marriage Versus Civil Unions and
Domestic Partnerships
In summary, marriage bestows many psychosocial benefits
and protections. As a consequence of being denied the right
to marry, same-sex couples are more likely than different-
sex couples to experience a variety of stressors and thus are
at greater risk for psychological and physical illness. Al-
though direct empirical tests are not available to experi-
mentally assess the effects on same-sex couples of govern-
mental nonrecognition for their relationships, it is
reasonable to conclude that being denied the right to marry
has negative consequences for their well-being and ulti-
mately creates challenges and obstacles to the success of
their relationships that are not faced by heterosexual cou-
ples. The logical conclusion to be drawn from this discus-
sion is that same-sex couples and their children will benefit
from legal recognition of their relationships. In making this
prediction, it is important to reiterate that self-selection will
play a role in legal unions between same-sex partners just
as it currently does with different-sex partners. Given the
opportunity to marry, not all same-sex couples will choose
to do so, any more than is now the case for heterosexuals.
For example, roughly one fifth of the sexual minority
respondents in the previously cited Kaiser survey said they
would not want to get married, even if marriage to a
same-sex partner were legal (Kaiser Family Foundation,
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2001; see also Rothblum, 2005). However, those who
choose marriage can be reasonably expected to benefit
from it, like their heterosexual counterparts.

But is complete marriage equality necessary to afford
same-sex couples and their families access to the benefits,
resources, and privileges currently enjoyed by heterosexual
married couples? It might be argued that the problems and
inequities experienced by same-sex couples can be ade-
quately addressed through arrangements such as civil
unions and second-parent adoptions, which could conceiv-
ably grant all of the rights and privileges now conferred
through civil marriage without actually designating the
couple as “married.” This argument is problematic on at
least three grounds.

First, marriage is recognized across state and national
borders, but civil unions and domestic partnerships are not.
Consequently, same-sex couples in civil unions do not have
legal grounds to demand that their relationship be recog-
nized outside the state. Today same-sex couples traveling
beyond the borders of their home states cannot be certain
they will be treated as a couple or a family, for example, in
the event of a medical emergency involving one of the
partners or a child. As a result, their mobility may be
limited or, if they travel across state borders, they are
subject to heightened levels of uncertainty, anxiety, and
stress compared with heterosexual married couples.

Second, whereas marriage as a social institution has a
profound effect on the lives of those who inhabit it, the
extent to which civil unions and domestic partnerships have
comparable effects is unclear. As noted above, heterosex-
ual cohabiting couples do not derive the same health ad-
vantages as married couples from their relationships. In-
deed, the level of public debate and controversy
surrounding the question of whether marriage rights should
be granted to same-sex couples is an indication of the
special status accorded to marriage as a social institution.
Although forming a domestic partnership or civil union
may increase a couple’s feelings of love and commitment
(Solomon et al., 2005), it seems unlikely that those insti-
tutions will be found to confer the same social and psy-
chological benefits as marriage.

The transformative power of marriage and the special
meaning associated with marital status are attested to by the
widespread desire among lesbians, gay men, and bisexuals
to marry a same-sex partner. This desire was evidenced in
the previously cited Kaiser poll, in which 74% responded
affirmatively to the question “If you could get legally
married to someone of the same sex, would you like to do
that someday or not?” (Kaiser Family Foundation, 2001, p.
31). It is further evidenced by the fact that many same-sex
couples travel long distances across state and national
borders to marry. For example, the same-sex couples mar-
ried in San Francisco in 2004 came from 46 states (includ-
ing California) and 8 foreign countries (Herel, Marech, &
Lelchuk, 2004). Many same-sex couples from the United
States have traveled to Canada to be married (e.g., Marech,
2004).

Finally, creating a separate, quasi-marital status for
same-sex couples perpetuates and may even compound the

stigma historically associated with homosexuality. A status
or characteristic is stigmatized when it is negatively valued
by society and is consequently a basis for disadvantaging
and disempowering those who have it (e.g., Herek, 2002;
Link & Phelan, 2001). Once it is acknowledged that same-
sex committed relationships do not differ from heterosex-
ual committed relationships in their essential psychosocial
qualities, their capacity for long-term commitment, and the
context they provide for rearing healthy and well-adjusted
children, the rationale for according them a legal status
different from that of heterosexual relationships must ulti-
mately focus on the sexual orientation of the partners.
Indeed, although it has usually been conceptualized in
individualistic terms, sexual orientation is not simply a
personal characteristic that can be defined in isolation.
Because individuals express their heterosexuality, homo-
sexuality, or bisexuality only by acting (or desiring to act)
with another person, sexual orientation is inherently about
relationships, whether they are enduring, transient, or
merely desired. The intimate personal connections that
people form to meet their deeply felt needs for love, family,
and intimacy lie at the core of sexual orientation.

Denying same-sex couples the label of marriage—
even if they receive all other rights and privileges conferred
by marriage—arguably devalues and delegitimizes these
relationships. It conveys a societal judgment that commit-
ted intimate relationships with people of the same sex are
inferior to heterosexual relationships and that the partici-
pants in a same-sex relationship are less deserving of
society’s recognition than are heterosexual couples. It per-
petuates power differentials whereby heterosexuals have
greater access than nonheterosexuals to the many resources
and benefits bestowed by the institution of marriage. These
elements are the crux of stigma. Such stigma affects all
homosexual and bisexual persons, not only the members of
same-sex couples who seek to be married.

Sexual stigma has a variety of negative consequences
for sexual minorities, including social ostracism, discrimi-
nation, and violence (e.g., Badgett, 2001; Herek, Gillis, &
Cogan, 1999; Meyer, 2003). It creates a felt need among
lesbians, gay men, and bisexuals to conceal their sexual
orientation, which can have negative effects on their psy-
chological and physical health (Cole, Kemeny, Taylor, &
Visscher, 1996; Herek, 1996). To the extent that stigma
motivates lesbians, gay men, and bisexuals to remain hid-
den, it further reinforces sexual prejudices among hetero-
sexuals. Prejudice generally decreases when members of
the majority group knowingly have contact with minority
group members (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000), and, consistent
with this pattern, antigay attitudes are significantly less
common among heterosexuals who report having a close
friend or family member who is gay or lesbian (Herek &
Capitanio, 1996). Thus, by denying same-sex couples the
right to marry legally, the state compounds and perpetuates
the stigma historically attached to homosexuality. This
stigma has negative consequences for all gay, lesbian, and
bisexual people, regardless of their relationship status or
desire to marry.
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The foregoing discussion should not be read as com-
pletely dismissing the value of institutions such as civil
unions and domestic partnerships. To the extent that these
forms of legal recognition address some of the current
inequities between same-sex and heterosexual committed
relationships, they are a desirable alternative to nonrecog-
nition. However, they cannot be equated with marriage.

Conclusion
Whether and how to legally recognize same-sex couples
will ultimately be decided through society’s political and
legal institutions. One way the social and behavioral sci-
ences can contribute to the resolution of this question is by
testing the validity of assumptions that underlie policy
positions. In the present article, I have demonstrated the
lack of an empirical basis for assertions that same-sex and
heterosexual relationships differ fundamentally in their
psychosocial qualities and dynamics and that people in
same-sex relationships are deficient in parenting abilities.
Moreover, I have shown that same-sex couples and their
children are disadvantaged by their lack of legal recogni-
tion, that they would benefit in numerous ways from such
recognition, and that quasi-marital institutions do not af-
ford the same protections and benefits as marriage. Finally,
I have explained how restricting same-sex couples to a
separate and inherently unequal status perpetuates antigay
stigma.

There is an ongoing need for more empirical study of
same-sex intimate relationships and sexual minority fami-
lies, especially research that uses probability samples. Sev-
eral understudied areas have already been discussed (e.g.,
comparisons of the children of male couples with children
of heterosexual and female couples). In addition, the advent
of marriage equality in some jurisdictions (e.g., Massachu-
setts, Canada, the Netherlands) now permits comparisons
between married same-sex couples and their unmarried
counterparts, including sexual minority couples in civil
unions or domestic partnerships. Such comparisons will
allow researchers to address a variety of questions, includ-
ing whether differences previously observed between mar-
ried and cohabiting heterosexual couples can be general-
ized to male and female couples; whether and how
marriage exerts a psychologically transformative effect on
partners; and whether the benefits of other legal relation-
ship forms, such as civil unions, are comparable to those of
marriage. Comparisons of heterosexual and same-sex mar-
ried couples will also afford exciting opportunities for
researchers to better understand the role played by gender-
linked variables in marital relationship dynamics (Peplau &
Fingerhut, in press). At the same time, research is needed
on the unique challenges and stressors faced by sexual
minority individuals and their families as a result of dif-
ferences across state and international borders in the extent
to which same-sex relationships are currently recognized.

Some might argue that despite its inherent value, such
research is largely irrelevant to the current national debate
about marriage equality because, as noted at the outset of
the present article, that debate involves a fundamental clash
of values. Motivated by deeply felt political and religious

beliefs, it might be claimed, advocates on both sides of the
debate are resistant to considering scientific data that con-
tradict their preexisting opinions. This viewpoint, however,
fails to recognize important features of the current debate.
Heterosexuals’ attitudes toward sexual minorities are
changing rapidly. In the last two decades, public sentiment
has dramatically shifted toward greater tolerance and less
condemnation of sexual minorities, with opposition to dis-
crimination on the basis of sexual orientation now wide-
spread (e.g., Sherrill & Yang, 2000; Yang, 1997). As noted
above, civil unions were highly controversial only a few
years ago but now are supported by a majority of the U.S.
public. Although marriage equality is opposed today by
most adults, the size of that majority has eroded over the
past decade. In addition, many Americans probably hold
conflicting values in this area, adhering to traditional be-
liefs about the nature of marriage while simultaneously
valuing fairness and opposing discrimination on the basis
of sexual orientation. For those individuals, accurate infor-
mation about the factual questions raised by the marriage
debate may be highly influential and may lead them to
adopt more nuanced opinions, such as supporting civil
marriage equality while leaving the issue of religious mar-
riage to individual denominations.

Thus, although the U.S. debate about marriage equal-
ity involves strongly held views on both sides, many Amer-
icans hold opinions and beliefs between the extremes. That
middle ground has shifted in recent years to encompass
support for civil unions and domestic partnerships. Given
other trends toward greater support for sexual minority
rights (Sherrill & Yang, 2000), coupled with the continuing
evolution of the institution of marriage (Coontz, 2005), it is
reasonable to hypothesize that the opinions of Americans in
this middle ground will continue to shift and that support
for marriage equality will become a majority position in the
foreseeable future. This scenario is speculative but is in-
tended to highlight the importance of continuing scientific
study of the issues relevant to the current policy debate.
Although empirical research may not affect the opinions of
advocates strongly committed to either side, it may well be
influential in shaping the actions of legislators, judges, and
policymakers and the opinions and voting behavior of the
movable middle segment of the U.S. population.

REFERENCES

Adams, J. M., & Jones, W. H. (1997). The conceptualization of marital
commitment: An integrative analysis. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 72, 1177–1196.

AddHealth. (2004). Design facts at a glance. Retrieved February 3, 2006,
from http://www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/addhealth/design

Akers, J. (2004, February 21). AG says 68 licenses are illegal. Albuquer-
que Journal, p. A1.

Amato, P. R. (2001). Children of divorce in the 1990s: An update of the
Amato and Keith (1991) meta-analysis. Journal of Family Psychology,
15, 355–370.

Amato, P. R., & Keith, B. (1991). Parental divorce and the well-being of
children: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 110, 26–46.

American Psychiatric Association. (1980). Diagnostic and statistical
manual of mental disorders (3rd ed.). Washington, DC: Author.

American Psychological Association. (2004). Policy statements for les-

618 September 2006 ● American Psychologist



bian, gay, and bisexual concerns. Retrieved November 15, 2004, from
http://www.apa.org/pi/lgbc/policies.html

Anderssen, N., Amlie, C., & Ytteroy, E. A. (2002). Outcomes for children
with lesbian or gay parents: A review of studies from 1978 to 2000.
Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 43, 335–351.

Badgett, M. V. L. (2001). Money, myths, and change: The economic lives
of lesbians and gay men. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Baehr v. Lewin, 74 Haw. 530, 852 P.2d 44 (1993).
Bailey, J. M., Bobrow, D., Wolfe, M., & Mikach, S. (1995). Sexual

orientation of adult sons of gay fathers. Developmental Psychology, 31,
124–129.

Barrett, A. E., & White, H. R. (2002). Trajectories of gender role orien-
tations in adolescence and early adulthood: A prospective study of the
mental health effects of masculinity and femininity. Journal of Health
and Social Behavior, 43, 451–468.

Baumrind, D. (1995). Commentary on sexual orientation: Research and
social policy implications. Developmental Psychology, 31, 130–136.

Bennett, L., & Gates, G. J. (2004). The cost of marriage inequality to
children and their same-sex parents. Retrieved August 31, 2005, from
http://www.hrc.org/

Berger, P., & Kellner, H. (1964). Marriage and the construction of reality:
An exercise in the microsociology of knowledge. Diogenes, 46, 1–23.

Bigner, J. J., & Jacobsen, R. B. (1989). Parenting behaviors of homosex-
ual and heterosexual fathers. Journal of Homosexuality, 18(1–2), 173–
186.

Bigner, J. J., & Jacobsen, R. B. (1992). Adult responses to child behavior
and attitudes toward fathering: Gay and nongay fathers. Journal of
Homosexuality, 23(3), 99–112.

Blumstein, P., & Schwartz, P. (1983). American couples: Money, work,
sex. New York: William Morrow.

Brown, S. L. (2000). The effect of union type on psychological well-
being: Depression among cohabitors versus marrieds. Journal of Health
and Social Behavior, 41, 241–255.

Bumpass, L. L. (1990). What’s happening to the family? Interactions
between demographic and institutional change. Demography, 27, 483–
498.

Burton, L. C., Newsom, J. T., Schulz, R., Hirsch, C. H., & German, P. S.
(1997). Preventive health behaviors among spousal caregivers. Preven-
tive Medicine, 26, 162–169.

Burton, R. P. D. (1998). Global integrative meaning as a mediating factor
in the relationship between social roles and psychological distress.
Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 39, 201–215.

Carrington, C. (1999). No place like home: Relationships and family life
among lesbians and gay men. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Chan, R. W., Raboy, B., & Patterson, C. J. (1998). Psychosocial adjust-
ment among children conceived via donor insemination by lesbian and
heterosexual mothers. Child Development, 69, 443–457.

Chauncey, G. (2004). Why marriage? The history shaping today’s debate
over gay equality. New York: Basic Books.

Cherlin, A. J. (2000). Toward a new home socioeconomics of union
formation. In L. J. Waite, C. Bachrach, M. Hindin, E. Thomson, & A.
Thornton (Eds.), The ties that bind: Perspectives on marriage and
cohabitation (pp. 126–144). New York: Aldine de Gruyter.

Cherlin, A. J. (2004). The deinstitutionalization of American marriage.
Journal of Marriage and Family, 66, 848–861.

Coalition for Marriage, Family and Couples Education, Institute for
American Values, & Center of the American Experiment. (2002). Why
marriage matters: Twenty-one conclusions from the social sciences.
New York: Institute for American Values. Retrieved August 14, 2004,
from http://www.marriagemovement.org/PDFs/WhyMarriageMatters
.pdf.

Cochran, S. D., Sullivan, J. G., & Mays, V. M. (2003). Prevalence of
mental disorders, psychological distress, and mental services use
among lesbian, gay, and bisexual adults in the United States. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 71, 53–61.

Cole, S. W., Kemeny, M. E., Taylor, S. E., & Visscher, B. R. (1996).
Elevated physical health risk among gay men who conceal their homo-
sexual identity. Health Psychology, 15, 243–251.

Conger, J. J. (1975). Proceedings of the American Psychological Associ-
ation, Incorporated, for the year 1974: Minutes of the annual meeting of
the Council of Representatives. American Psychologist, 30, 620–651.

Cooney, T. M., & Uhlenberg, P. (1992). Support from parents over the life
course: The adult child’s perspective. Social Forces, 71, 63–84.

Coontz, S. (2005). Marriage, a history: From obedience to intimacy or
how love conquered marriage. New York: Viking.

Cullinane, B. (2004, March 9). Asbury Park marries N.J.’s 1st gay couple.
Asbury Park Press, p. A-1.

D’Augelli, A. R., Hershberger, S. L., & Pilkington, N. W. (1998). Les-
bian, gay, and bisexual youth and their families: Disclosure of sexual
orientation and its consequences. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry,
68, 361–371.

D’Emilio, J. (1983). Sexual politics, sexual communities: The making of a
homosexual minority in the United States 1940–1970. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press.

Defense of Marriage Act, Pub. L. No. 104–199, 110 Stat. 2419 (1996).
Diener, E., Suh, E. M., Lucas, R. E., & Smith, H. L. (1999). Subjective

well-being: Three decades of progress. Psychological Bulletin, 125,
276–302.

Dohrenwend, B. P. (2000). The role of adversity and stress in psychopa-
thology: Some evidence and its implications for theory and research.
Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 41, 1–19.

Doka, K. J. (1989). Disenfranchised grief. In K. J. Doka (Ed.), Disen-
franchised grief: Recognizing hidden sorrow (pp. 3–11). Lexington,
MA: Lexington Books/D. C. Heath.

Durkheim, E. (1951). Suicide: A study in sociology (Spaulding, J. A. &
Simpson, G., Trans.). Glencoe, IL: Free Press (Original work published
1897).

Focus on the Family. (2004, May 17). Dobson laments “dark day” for
traditional families. Retrieved May 21, 2004, from http://www.family
.org/welcome/press/a0032039.cfm

Forste, R., & Tanfer, K. (1996). Sexual exclusivity among dating, cohab-
iting, and married women. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 58,
33–47.

Fulcher, M., Sutfin, E. L., Chan, R. W., Scheib, J. E., & Patterson, C. J.
(2006). Lesbian mothers and their children: Findings from the Contem-
porary Families Study. In A. M. Omoto & H. S. Kurtzman (Eds.),
Sexual orientation and mental health: Examining identity and develop-
ment in lesbian, gay, and bisexual people (pp. 281–299). Washington,
DC: American Psychological Association.

Gallagher, M. (2004). (How) will gay marriage weaken marriage as a
social institution: A reply to Andrew Koppelman. University of St.
Thomas Law Journal, 2(1), 33–70.

Gallup Poll. (2005). Homosexual relations. Retrieved January 10, 2006,
from http://www.gallup.com

Gartrell, N., Deck, A., Rodas, C., Peyser, H., & Banks, A. (2005). The
National Lesbian Family Study: 4. Interviews with the 10-year-old
children. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 75, 518–524.

Gay weddings halted, but marriages stand. (2004, April 21). Washington
Post, p. A11.

Golombok, S., Perry, B., Burston, A., Murray, C., Mooney-Somers, J.,
Stevens, M., & Golding, J. (2003). Children with lesbian parents: A
community study. Developmental Psychology, 39, 20–33.

Goodridge v. Dept. of Public Health, 14 Mass. L. Rep. 591; 2002 Mass.
Super. (2003).

Gottman, J. M., Levenson, R. W., Gross, J., Frederickson, B. L., McCoy,
K., Rosenthal, L., et al. (2003). Correlates of gay and lesbian couples’
relationship satisfaction and relationship dissolution. Journal of Homo-
sexuality, 45(1), 23–43.

Gottman, J. M., Levenson, R. W., Swanson, C., Swanson, K., Tyson, R.,
& Yoshimoto, D. (2003). Observing gay, lesbian and heterosexual
couples’ relationships: Mathematical modeling of conflict interaction.
Journal of Homosexuality, 45(1), 65–91.

Gove, W. R., Hughes, M., & Style, C. B. (1983). Does marriage have
positive effects on the psychological well-being of the individual?
Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 24, 122–131.

Gove, W. R., Style, C. B., & Hughes, M. (1990). The effect of marriage
on the well-being of adults: A theoretical analysis. Journal of Family
Issues, 11, 4–35.

Green, R., Mandel, J. B., Hotvedt, M. E., Gray, J., & Smith, L. (1986).
Lesbian mothers and their children: A comparison with solo parent
heterosexual mothers and their children. Archives of Sexual Behavior,
15, 167–184.

619September 2006 ● American Psychologist



Heaton, T. B., & Albrecht, S. L. (1991). Stable unhappy marriages.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 53, 747–758.

Herek, G. M. (1996). Why tell if you’re not asked? Self-disclosure,
intergroup contact, and heterosexuals’ attitudes toward lesbians and gay
men. In G. M. Herek, J. Jobe, & R. Carney (Eds.), Out in force: Sexual
orientation and the military (pp. 197–225). Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Herek, G. M. (2002). Thinking about AIDS and stigma: A psychologist’s
perspective. Journal of Law, Medicine, and Ethics, 30, 594–607.

Herek, G. M., & Capitanio, J. P. (1996). “Some of my best friends”:
Intergroup contact, concealable stigma, and heterosexuals’ attitudes
toward gay men and lesbians. Personality and Social Psychology Bul-
letin, 22, 412–424.

Herek, G. M., Gillis, J. R., & Cogan, J. C. (1999). Psychological sequelae
of hate crime victimization among lesbian, gay, and bisexual adults.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 67, 945–951.

Herel, S., Marech, R., & Lelchuk, I. (2004, March 18). Numbers put face
on a phenomenon; Most who married are middle-aged, have college
degrees. San Francisco Chronicle, p. A1.

Herman, D. (1997). The antigay agenda: Orthodox vision and the Chris-
tian right. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Holmes, T. H., & Rahe, R. H. (1967). The Social Readjustment Rating
Scale. Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 11, 213–218.

Hotvedt, M., & Mandel, J. B. (1982). Children of lesbian mothers. In W.
Paul, J. D. Weinrich, J. C. Gonsiorek, & M. E. Hotvedt (Eds.), Homo-
sexuality: Social, psychological, and biological issues (pp. 275–285).
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Hunter, N. D. (1995). Sexual dissent and the family: The Sharon Kowalski
case (1991). In L. Duggan & N. D. Hunter (Eds.), Sex wars: Sexual
dissent and political culture (pp. 101–106). New York: Routledge.

Huston, T. L., & Melz, H. (2004). The case for (promoting) marriage: The
devil is in the details. Journal of Marriage and Family, 66, 943–958.

Johnson, N. J., Backlund, E., Sorlie, P. D., & Loveless, C. A. (2000).
Marital status and mortality: The National Longitudinal Mortality
Study. Annals of Epidemiology, 10, 224–238.

Kaiser Family Foundation. (2001). Inside-out: A report on the experiences
of lesbians, gays, and bisexuals in America and the public’s view on
issues and politics related to sexual orientation. Menlo Park, CA:
Author. Retrieved November 14, 2001, from http://www.kff.org

Kiecolt-Glaser, J. K., McGuire, L., Robles, T. F., & Glaser, R. (2002).
Psychoneuroimmunology: Psychological influences on immune func-
tion and health. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 70,
537–547.

Kiecolt-Glaser, J. K., & Newton, T. L. (2001). Marriage and health: His
and hers. Psychological Bulletin, 127, 472–503.

Knight, R. H. (1997). How domestic partnerships and “gay marriage”
threaten the family. In J. Corvino (Ed.), Same sex: Debating the ethics,
science and culture of homosexuality (pp. 289–303). Lanham, MD:
Rowman and Littlefield.

Kohut, A. (2004). Voters liked campaign 2004, but too much “mud-
slinging”. Washington, DC: Pew Research Center for the People and
the Press. Retrieved November 12, 2004, from http://people-press.org/
reports/pdf/233.pdf

Kurdek, L. A. (1995). Lesbian and gay couples. In A. R. D’Augelli & C. J.
Patterson (Eds.), Lesbian, gay, and bisexual identities over the lifespan
(pp. 243–261). New York: Oxford University Press.

Kurdek, L. A. (1998). Relationship outcomes and their predictors: Lon-
gitudinal evidence from heterosexual married, gay cohabiting, and
lesbian cohabiting couples. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 60,
553–568.

Kurdek, L. A. (2001). Differences between heterosexual-nonparent cou-
ples and gay, lesbian, and heterosexual-parent couples. Journal of
Family Issues, 22, 727–754.

Kurdek, L. A. (2004). Are gay and lesbian cohabiting couples really
different from heterosexual married couples? Journal of Marriage and
Family, 66, 880–900.

Kurdek, L. A. (2005). What do we know about gay and lesbian couples?
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 14, 251–254.

Laumann, E. O., Gagnon, J. H., Michael, R. T., & Michaels, S. (1994).
The social organization of sexuality: Sexual practices in the United
States. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Levinger, G. (1965). Marital cohesiveness and dissolution: An integrative
review. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 27, 19–28.

Lewin, E. (1998). Recognizing ourselves: Ceremonies of lesbian and gay
commitment. New York: Columbia University Press.

Link, B. G., & Phelan, J. C. (2001). Conceptualizing stigma. Annual
Review of Sociology, 27, 363–385.

Lochhead, C. (2004, July 18). Bush’s risky bet that gay marriage will
inflame voters. San Francisco Chronicle, p. A3.

MacCallum, F., & Golombok, S. (2004). Children raised in fatherless
families from infancy: A follow-up of children of lesbian and single
heterosexual mothers at early adolescence. Journal of Child Psychology
and Psychiatry, 45, 1407–1419.

Mackey, R. A., Diemer, M. A., & O’Brien, B. A. (2000). Psychological
intimacy in the lasting relationships of heterosexual and same-gender
couples. Sex Roles, 43, 201–227.

Marech, R. (2004, March 9). Same-sex couples flock to gay-friendly
Canada. San Francisco Chronicle, p. A1.

McLanahan, S., & Sandefur, G. (1994). Growing up with a single parent:
What hurts, what helps. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Meyer, I. H. (2003). Prejudice, social stress, and mental health in lesbian,
gay, and bisexual populations: Conceptual issues and research evi-
dence. Psychological Bulletin, 129, 674–697.

Miller, B. (1979). Gay fathers and their children. The Family Coordinator,
28, 544–552.

Miller, B., Campbell, R. T., Farran, C. J., & Kaufman, J. E. (1995). Race,
control, mastery, and caregiver distress. Journals of Gerontology: Se-
ries B: Psychological Sciences & Social Sciences, 50B(6), S374–S382.

Mills, T. C., Stall, R., Pollack, L., Paul, J. P., Binson, D., Canchola, J., &
Catania, J. A. (2001). Health-related characteristics of men who have
sex with men: A comparison of those living in “gay ghettos” with those
living elsewhere. American Journal of Public Health, 91, 980–983.

Moats, D. (2004). Civil wars: A battle for gay marriage. Orlando, FL:
Harcourt.

Murphy, D. E. (2004, March 18). San Francisco married 4,037 same-sex
pairs from 46 states. New York Times, p. A-26.

Nardi, P. M. (1997). Friends, lovers, and families: The impact of AIDS on
gay and lesbian relationships. In M. P. Levine, P. M. Nardi, & J. H.
Gagnon (Eds.), In changing times: Gay men and lesbians encounter
HIV/AIDS (pp. 55–82). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

National Center for Lesbian Rights. (2000, October 1). Lesbians and
gay men as adoptive and foster parents: An information sheet. Re-
trieved February 2, 2006, from http://www.nclrights.org/publications/
adoptive-information.htm

Nock, S. L. (1995). A comparison of marriages and cohabiting relation-
ships. Journal of Family Issues, 16, 53–76.

Norris, F. H., & Murrell, S. A. (1990). Social support, life events, and
stress as modifiers of adjustment to bereavement by older adults.
Psychology and Aging, 5, 429–436.

Paige, R. U. (2005). Proceedings of the American Psychological Associ-
ation for the legislative year 2004. American Psychologist, 60, 436–
511.

Parks, C. A. (1998). Lesbian parenthood: A review of the literature.
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 68, 376–389.

Patterson, C. J. (1992). Children of lesbian and gay parents. Child Devel-
opment, 63, 1025–1042.

Patterson, C. J. (2000). Family relationships of lesbians and gay men.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 62, 1052–1069.

Patterson, C. J. (2001). Families of the lesbian baby boom: Maternal
mental health and child adjustment. Journal of Gay and Lesbian Psy-
chotherapy, 4(3/4), 91–107.

Patterson, C. J. (2004). Gay fathers. In M. E. Lamb (Ed.), The role of the
father in child development (4th ed., pp. 397–416). New York: Wiley.

Pearlin, L. I., Menaghan, E. G., Lieberman, M. A., & Mullan, J. T. (1981).
The stress process. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 22, 337–
356.

Peplau, L. A. (1991). Lesbian and gay relationships. In J. C. Gonsiorek &
J. D. Weinrich (Eds.), Homosexuality: Research implications for public
policy (pp. 177–196). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Peplau, L. A., & Beals, K. P. (2004). The family lives of lesbians and gay
men. In A. L. Vangelisti (Ed.), Handbook of family communication (pp.
233–248). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

620 September 2006 ● American Psychologist



Peplau, L. A., & Fingerhut, A. W. (in press). The close relationships of
lesbians and gay men. Annual Review of Psychology.

Peplau, L. A., & Spalding, L. R. (2000). The close relationships of
lesbians, gay men and bisexuals. In C. Hendrick & S. S. Hendrick
(Eds.), Close relationships: A sourcebook (pp. 111–123). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Perrin, E. C. (2002). Sexual orientation in child and adolescent health
care. New York: Kluwer.

Perrin, E. C., & Committee on Psychosocial Aspects of Child and Family
Health. (2002). Technical report: Coparent or second-parent adoption
by same-sex parents. Pediatrics, 109, 341–343.

Peterson, K. (2004, November 3). 50-state rundown on gay marriage
laws. Retrieved November 13, 2004, from http://www.stateline.org

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2000). Does intergroup contact reduce
prejudice? Recent meta-analytic findings. In S. Oskamp (Ed.), Reduc-
ing prejudice and discrimination (pp. 93–114). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Pew Research Center for the People and the Press. (2005, August 3).
Abortion and rights of terror suspects top court issues. Retrieved
August 14, 2005, from http://people-press.org/reports/display
.php3?ReportID�253

Precious, T. (2004, March 6). New Paltz mayor, for now, halts marrying
gay couples. Buffalo News, p. A4.

Previti, D., & Amato, P. R. (2003). Why stay married? Rewards, barriers,
and marital stability. Journal of Marriage and Family, 65, 561–573.

Price, V., Nir, L., & Cappella, J. N. (2005). Framing public discussion of
gay civil unions. Public Opinion Quarterly, 69, 179–212.

Rannells, J. (1982, December 10). Live-in lover plan vetoed. San Fran-
cisco Chronicle, p. 1.

Richards, T. A., Wrubel, J., & Folkman, S. (1999–2000). Death rites in
the San Francisco gay community: Cultural developments of the AIDS
epidemic. Omega: Journal of Death and Dying, 40, 335–350.

Ross, C. E. (1995). Reconceptualizing marital status as a continuum of
social attachment. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 57, 129–140.

Ross, C. E., Mirowsky, J., & Goldsteen, K. (1990). The impact of the
family on health: The decade in review. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 52, 1059–1078.

Rothblum, E. D. (2005). Same-sex marriage and legalized relationships: I
do, or do I? Journal of GLBT Family Studies, 1(1), 21–31.

Savin-Williams, R. C. (1998). The disclosure to families of same-sex
attractions by lesbian, gay, and bisexual youths. Journal of Research on
Adolescence, 8(1), 49–68.

Schneider, B. E. (1986). Coming out at work: Bridging the private/public
gap. Work and Occupations, 13, 463–487.

Shartin, E. (2004, May 23). In suburbs, gay marriage filings grow. Boston
Globe, p. 1.

Sherrill, K., & Yang, A. (2000). From outlaws to in-laws: Anti-gay
attitudes thaw. The Public Perspective, 11(1), 20–23.

Simmons, T., & O’Connell, M. (2003). Married-couple and unmarried-
partner households: 2000. Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau. Re-
trieved October 6, 2004, from http://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/
censr-5.pdf

Simon, R. W. (2002). Revisiting the relationships among gender, marital
status, and mental health. American Journal of Sociology, 107, 1065–
1096.

Slater, P. E. (1963). On social regression. American Sociological Review,
28, 339–364.

Smith, T. W. (2003). American sexual behavior: Trends, socio-demo-
graphic differences, and risk behavior. Chicago: University of Chicago,
National Opinion Research Center. Retrieved July 13, 2005, from
http://www.norc.org/issues/American_Sexual_Behavior_2003.pdf

Solomon, S. E., Rothblum, E. D., & Balsam, K. F. (2005). Money,
housework, sex, and conflict: Same-sex couples in civil unions, those
not in civil unions, and heterosexual married siblings. Sex Roles, 52,
561–575.

Sprecher, S. (1988). Investment model, equity, and social support deter-
minants of relationship commitment. Social Psychology Quarterly, 51,
318–328.

Stacey, J. (2004). Legal recognition of same-sex couples: The impact on
children and families. Quinnipiac Law Review, 23, 529–541.

Stacey, J., & Biblarz, T. J. (2001). (How) does the sexual orientation of
parents matter? American Sociological Review, 66, 159–183.

Stack, S., & Eshleman, J. R. (1998). Marital status and happiness: A
17-nation study. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 60, 527–536.

Stroebe, W., & Stroebe, M. S. (1987). Bereavement and health: The
psychological and physical consequences of partner loss. Cambridge,
England: Cambridge University Press.

Tasker, F. L., & Golombok, S. (1997). Growing up in a lesbian family:
Effects on child development. New York: Guilford Press.

Thompson, K., & Andrzejewski, J. (1988). Why can’t Sharon Kowalski
come home? San Francisco: Spinsters/Aunt Lute.

Thornton, A., & Young-Demarco, L. (2001). Four decades of trends in
attitudes toward family issues in the United States: The 1960s through
the 1990s. Journal of Marriage and Family, 63, 1009–1037.

Umberson, D. (1992). Relationships between adult children and their
parents: Psychological consequences for both generations. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 54, 664–674.

U.S. General Accounting Office. (2004). Defense of Marriage Act: Up-
date to prior report (Document GAO-04–353R). Washington, DC:
Author. Retrieved August 14, 2004, from http://www.gao.gov

Wainright, J. L., Russell, S. T., & Patterson, C. J. (2004). Psychosocial
adjustment, school outcomes, and romantic relationships of adolescents
with same-sex parents. Child Development, 75, 1886–1898.

Waite, L. J. (1995). Does marriage matter? Demography, 32, 483–507.
Weiss, R. S., & Richards, T. A. (1997). A scale for predicting quality of

recovery following the death of a partner. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 72, 885–891.

White, L. K., & Booth, A. (1991). Divorce over the life course: The role
of marital happiness. Journal of Family Issues, 12, 5–21.

Williams, K. (2003). Has the future of marriage arrived? A contemporary
examination of gender, marriage, and psychological well-being. Jour-
nal of Health and Social Behavior, 44, 470–487.

Witte, J., Jr. (2003). Ishmael’s bane: The sin and crime of illegitimacy
reconsidered. Punishment and Society, 5, 327–345.

Women’s Prayer and Action Group. (2004). Homosexuals and same sex
marriage. Jonesboro, AR: Author. Retrieved March 5, 2006, from
http://www.wpaag.org/Homosexuals and Same Sex Marriage.htm

Woods, J. D., & Lucas, J. H. (1993). The corporate closet: The profes-
sional lives of gay men in America. New York: Free Press.

Yang, A. S. (1997). Trends: Attitudes toward homosexuality. Public
Opinion Quarterly, 61, 477–507.

621September 2006 ● American Psychologist


