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ABSTRACT

Women's Sexual Orientation and
Occupational Tasks:
Partners, Prejudice, and Motherhood®

This paper examines differences in occupational task content among women based on
their sexual orientation. Using data from the American Community Survey, we find that
women in same-sex couples are more likely to be employed in occupations characterized
by more abstract and manual tasks, and fewer routine components. These occupations are
traditionally associated with greater flexibility, accommodating career interruptions, and
minimizing skill depreciation. These differences are not explained by individual or partner
characteristics or by prejudice at the occupational level. Furthermore, our findings hold even
after controlling for self-selection into the labor force. Heterogeneous effects by age and
parental status suggest that these choices reflect long-term strategies rather than short-
term responses to childbearing. This points to a complex relationship between occupational
choice and fertility, influenced by the probability of labour force exit and re-entry.
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1 Introduction

Homosexual women typically earn higher wages than heterosexual women, while the opposite
is true for men (see, for instance, Jepsen and Jepsen (2022), among many others). Same-sex
couples differ from their heterosexual counterparts in various ways, including specialization in
household and market production, as highlighted by Oreffice (2011) or Giddings et al. (2014)."
This paper analyzes differences in women’s occupational choices based on sexual orientation.
We focus on the task content of occupations, categorized into abstract, routine, and manual
components. We explore whether these differences persist after controlling for potential drivers
of occupational selection, including women’s and their partners’ characteristics, motherhood,
workplace prejudice, and self-selection into the labor force.

Understanding these occupational differences is important, as task content significantly influ-
ences wages and overall labor market outcomes. Recent research highlights how technological
advances have changed skill requirements and reshaped wage structures across sectors (Ace-
moglu and Autor, 2011; Michaels et al., 2014). For example, occupations requiring higher levels
of abstract and analytical skills have experienced stronger wage growth than routine tasks vul-
nerable to automation (Goos et al., 2014). Thus, analyzing variations in occupational task
content across demographic groups, including sexual orientation, provides insights into how
these groups experience different economic outcomes.

In addition to task content, fertility, both expected and realized, plays a crucial role in
shaping women’s career decisions. Motherhood often leads to labor market interruptions and a
shift toward more flexible but lower-paid jobs (Kleven et al., 2019; Budig and England, 2001).
Researchers such as Polachek (1981) and Gronau (1988) have highlighted how anticipated career
breaks affect occupational choices. Women may choose occupations that minimize the career
costs of raising children, based on their fertility expectations. Skill accumulation stops and
existing skills may depreciate during periods of labour force absence. As a result, women who
expect to remain childless, potentially more common among homosexual women, are likely to
choose occupations where the opportunity costs of raising children are high. This suggests
a link between fertility expectations, occupational choices, and the risk of skill depreciation.
Comparing women of different sexual orientations can thus offer valuable insights into these

dynamics.

'For a recent and comprehensive review of the economic literature on sexual orientation, see Badgett et al.
(2024).



Using data from the American Community Survey for the period 2010-2018, we assess
whether homosexual women choose occupations with higher skill depreciation compared to
heterosexual women and explore the underlying drivers of any observed differences. We use the
skill content of occupations as a predictor of skill depreciation, classifying occupations in terms
of their skill requirements along the dimensions outlined by Autor and Dorn (2013): analytical,
routine, or manual. Occupations with predominantly abstract tasks are more prone to changes
in requirements than those with routine tasks. Manual occupations fall somewhere in between.
Focusing on skills rather than occupations allows us to disentangle the effects of preferences,
prejudices, or social norms, which may be more closely tied to occupational categories than
skill content. We control for a range of factors, such as educational attainment, motherhood
status, and partner characteristics, that may influence occupational choice by sexual orientation
(Baumle, 2009). Additionally, we account for workplace prejudice, which previous research
has identified as a key factor affecting the career trajectories of marginalized groups (Plug
and Berkhout, 2004; Pager, 2007), and we address self-selection into the labor force based on
unobserved preferences, skills, and constraints.

Our findings show that homosexual women are more likely to hold occupations with higher
abstract and manual content and lower routine scores. These differences persist after controlling
for education, partner characteristics, motherhood status, workplace prejudice at the occupa-
tional level, and even when we control for self-selection into the labour force. Specifically, our
results indicate that homosexual women tend to choose occupations with lower routine scores
from a young age. The routine component has traditionally been associated with occupations
that allow for career interruptions and with a lower skill depreciation. Differences in abstract
and manual components become more pronounced for women aged 25 and over when fertility
is more likely to have been realized. This pattern suggests a complex relationship between oc-
cupational choices and fertility, influenced by labour market exit and re-entry as children grow
older.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature. Section 3
describes the data. Section 4 formulates the empirical strategy and discusses the results. Section

5 concludes.



2 Related literature

The economic literature has extensively documented disparities in the labour market based on
sexual orientation. Empirical research has primarily focused on the relationship between sexual
orientation and inequalities in earnings and income. Studies have found that homosexual men
typically earn less than their heterosexual counterparts in similar positions, while lesbians tend
to earn more than heterosexual women. For example, Badgett (1995) provides evidence that
in the US, gay men earn 11% to 27% less than heterosexual men, even after accounting for
education and occupation. Lesbians also experience earnings differentials of 12% to 30%, though
this gap diminishes when considering occupational selection bias. Antecol et al. (2008) found
that lesbian women generally earn more than heterosexual women, regardless of marital status,
while gay men earn less than married heterosexual men but more than cohabiting heterosexual
men. These wage differences are primarily attributed to variations in education levels.

Similar patterns have been observed in countries such as Canada (Carpenter, 2008), Aus-
tralia (Carpenter, 2008), the UK (Aksoy et al., 2018), the Netherlands (Plug and Berkhout,
2004), Greece (Drydakis, 2011), and elsewhere. Temporal trends, as examined by Jepsen and
Jepsen (2022), indicate limited improvement in wage parity for men in same-sex couples rela-
tive to married men in different-sex unions. For women in same-sex relationships, evidence of
convergence with married women in different-sex unions is mixed.

Another strand of the literature has examined the relationship between sexual orientation
and occupational segregation, finding distinct patterns for gay and lesbian workers. Gay men
are more likely to work in female-dominated occupations, while lesbian women tend to occupy
higher-ranked positions in less female-dominated fields compared to heterosexual women. This
trend is highlighted in studies by Black et al. (2007), Tebaldi and Elmslie (2006), and Antecol
et al. (2008). Plug et al. (2014) further investigate whether gay and lesbian workers avoid prej-
udiced occupations. Their study examines the relationship between sexual orientation, sexual
prejudice, and occupational segregation, accounting for selectivity effects that often complicate
studies on discrimination. Their findings suggest that gay and lesbian workers prefer occupa-
tions with lower levels of prejudice, aligning with Becker’s model of employer and employee
discrimination. This preference reduces their exposure to prejudiced colleagues and influences
the degree of prejudice-based occupational segregation.

Regarding labor supply differences between same-sex and different-sex couples, Antecol and



Steinberger (2013) find that within-couple income gaps are smaller in lesbian couples. Lesbian
primary earners’ labor supply resembles that of heterosexual men, while secondary earners’
labor supply is similar to that of married heterosexual women. They note that the presence of
children largely explains the labor supply differences between secondary-earner lesbian partners
and married heterosexual women. Giddings et al. (2014) observe that same-sex couples are less
likely to show high levels of specialization, even when controlling for the presence of children,
though this gap decreases across cohorts. Oreffice (2011) show that gay and lesbian households
respond to shifts in bargaining power similarly to heterosexual households, with labor supply
influenced by factors such as age and differences in non-labor income between partners.

The impact of parenthood on specialization is well-documented for heterosexual couples,
where the presence of children often leads to increased specialization (Angelov et al., 2016).
Without traditional gender norms, factors such as economic opportunities and individual prefer-
ences play a more important role in determining specialization. Previous studies have suggested
that biological factors also influence childcare responsibilities within lesbian couples, with the
biological mother typically dedicating more time to the child she gave birth to (Andresen and
Nix, 2022). Nonetheless, the non-biological mother still spends more time with the child com-
pared to heterosexual fathers. Overall, lesbian couples tend to share childcare responsibilities
more equally compared to heterosexual couples (Badgett, 2003). Additionally, Goldberg (2010)
found that lesbian parents often adopt a more egalitarian approach to childcare and household
duties, further reinforcing the trend towards shared responsibilities.

In addition to the literature on sexual orientation, our research builds on the extensive
literature examining occupational characteristics and their impact on labor market outcomes.
Occupational selection significantly contributes to the gender gap, with skill intensity and de-
preciation being key factors in understanding these differences (Gronau, 1988; Polachek, 1981).
More recently, the task content of occupations has emerged as a critical determinant of em-
ployment and earnings, influenced by skill-biased technical change (e.g., Acemoglu and Autor

(2011), Autor and Dorn (2013) or Cortes (2016)).2

2 Another strand of the literature has emphasized the role of interpersonal or social skills for women in the
labour market (see, for instance, Ngai and Petrongolo (2017) or Cortes et al. (2023)).



3 Data

The primary data used for this analysis is the American Community Survey (ACS), which
will be complemented by the General Social Survey (GSS) and the Current Population Survey
(CPS). The ACS, conducted annually by the US Census Bureau, collects demographic and so-
cioeconomic information from a representative sample of the US population, providing timely
data between censuses. We use data from waves 2010 to 2018. Identifying respondents’ sexual
orientation is crucial for our analysis. Since the survey did not explicitly ask about sexual ori-
entation until 2018, we infer this information from the marital or cohabiting status of household
members. Our sample is then restricted to heads of household in couples and their partners.
We will refer to “homosexual” as those women in same-sex couples and “heterosexual” as those
in opposite-sex couples.?

Additionally, the ACS provides extensive background and labour market information, in-
cluding age, education, marital status, state of residence, and the presence of children in the
household. Due to the household nature of the ACS, this information is also recorded for
partners. We use this information to categorize our sample into ‘main earners’ and ‘secondary
earners’. In same-sex partnerships, both individuals appear as subjects of interest, whereas in
heterosexual couples, only the woman is included. Thus, this classification allows us to examine
an additional dimension of heterogeneity.*

Occupations reported in the ACS are matched with their task content compiled by Autor
and Dorn (2013), who categorize tasks as abstract, routine, or manual. Each occupation is
scored on these dimensions, ranging from 0 to 10. Notice that an occupation can have high
scores in multiple task types; for example, surgeons have both high abstract and manual scores.

Prejudice against homosexual workers can also be an important driver of selection into
different occupations. To account for this source of occupational segregation, we construct
a measure of prejudice at the occupational level, according to Plug et al. (2014). We use
data from the GSS, a comprehensive annual survey in the US that captures attitudes towards

homosexuality. This includes respondents’ views on the morality of homosexuality and their

30ur sample may be biased if homosexual and heterosexual women partner at different rates, as we exclude
non-partnered individuals. The survey’s different levels of reporting spouses or partners also pose a potential
issue. However, individuals not acting upon their sexual orientation should not affect our estimation, provided
their labor market choices align with their reported sexual orientation. Previous literature on sexual orientation
using this dataset has recognized this issue (see, for instance, Antecol et al. (2008); Antecol and Steinberger
(2013))

1We classify a woman as the main earner if she is the only one in the labour force or if her income is the
highest in the couple when both individuals report wage income.



stance on rights such as marriage and public roles for homosexuals.” By aggregating these
responses at the occupational level, we account for varying levels of prejudice across different
job categories. Figure A1l presents the distribution of the share of individuals in the occupation
that consider homosexuals should not marry by the main task of the occupation. While our
analysis covers approximately 99.4% of sampled occupations with available prejudice data from
the GSS, some occupational categories lack complete matching due to data limitations compared
to the ACS.

Finally, to address individual’s self-selection in the labor force, we construct an instrumental
variable using data from the CPS March Supplement. This instrumental variable, akin to
the “Bartik style” instrument, aggregates labor force participation across each state and year,
encompassing four education groups (high school dropout, high school graduate, some college,
college graduate or higher), and three age groups (under 24, 24 to 39, 40 to 55 years old).
Due to data constraints in smaller states, not all education and age groups may be covered by
this instrument, prompting us to limit our sample accordingly to ensure a robust analysis of
participating women.

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for our full ACS sample and various estimation sam-
ples, focusing on women in both heterosexual and homosexual couples. Approximately 1.5%
of our sample identifies as being in a homosexual couple. Compared to women in heterosexual
couples, these women have fewer children and generally have higher levels of education. While
their income tends to be higher, total household income, reflective of a two-female household,
tends to be lower. As expected, they exhibit higher rates of employment and lower rates of non-
participation in the labour force, and they are significantly more likely to be the main earner
of the household (50% by construction compared to 30% of women in heterosexual couples).
The bottom part of Table 1 details the occupational composition of women in the labour force.
While differences by sexual orientation are modest, they align with our expectations: women
in homosexual couples tend to have occupations with a slightly higher abstract and manual
component and a slightly lower routine component. Table Al in the Appendix presents the

descriptive statistics for the rest of the controls included in the analysis.

Shttp://gss.norc.org/About-The-GSS, last accessed 1 November 2021.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics

All women Women in couples Women in the labour force
Heterosexual Homosexual t-test Heterosexual Homosexual t-test
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Age 40.466 40.681 39.700 0.981 40.733 39.498 1.242
(9.673) (9.403) (9.999) (0.039) (9.372) (9.936) (0.042)
Main earner 0.487 0.305 0.505 -0.200 0.372 0.538 -0.167
(0.500) (0.461) (0.500) (0.002) (0.483) (0.499) (0.002)
# children 1.222 1.355 0.600 0.755 1.246 0.574 0.671
(1.235) (1.245) (0.988) (0.005) (1.174) (0.962) (0.005)
Children less than 5 0.246 0.290 0.122 0.168 0.243 0.116 0.126
(0.555) (0.596) (0.399) (0.002) (0.541) (0.388) (0.002)
High-school dropout 0.084 0.077 0.048 0.029 0.053 0.035 0.016
(0.277) (0.267) (0.214) (0.001) (0.224) (0.184) (0.001)
High-school graduate 0.282 0.281 0.240 0.041 0.263 0.226 0.038
(0.450) (0.450) (0.427) (0.002) (0.440) (0.418) (0.002)
Some college 0.260 0.252 0.258 -0.006 0.259 0.257 0.003
(0.439) (0.434) (0.438) (0.002) (0.438) (0.437) (0.002)
College graduate 0.374 0.389 0.453 -0.064 0.425 0.482 -0.057
(0.484) (0.488) (0.498) (0.002) (0.494) (0.500) (0.002)
Own total income 36295.096 35543.576 50987.944  -15444.368 45666.639 56362.715  -10627.741
(46648.272)  (47350.179)  (60549.650)  (197.689) (49550.740)  (61705.332)  (221.014)
Partner total income 70741.848 50750.574 19991.274 66338.544 50468.866 15928.035
(80900.689)  (60095.669)  (335.159) (71133.917)  (56690.445)  (314.872)
Employed 0.731 0.717 0.838 -0.121 0.957 0.956 0.001
(0.444) (0.451) (0.368) (0.002) (0.202) (0.205) (0.001)
Unemployed 0.043 0.032 0.038 -0.006 0.043 0.044 -0.001
(0.202) (0.176) (0.192) (0.001) (0.202) (0.205) (0.001)
Out of labor force 0.227 0.251 0.124 0.128
(0.419) (0.434) (0.329) (0.002)
Task composition of occupation
abstract 3.569 3.843 -0.271
(2.268) (2.393) (0.010)
routine 3.885 3.487 0.397
(2.398) (2.186) (0.011)
manual 0.935 0.989 -0.055
(1.033) (1.126) (0.005)
N 5630477 4045177 58731 4103908 3036435 51474 3088022

Note: Column (1) includes all women aged 18 to 55. Columns (2) and (3) restrict the sample to women in
couples, with sexual orientation determined by the partner’s gender. Columns (5) and (6) further restrict the
sample to women currently in the labor force. Columns (1) to (3) and (5) to (6) present the mean and standard
deviation (in parentheses). Columns (4) and (7) display the differences between the preceding two columns, along
with the standard errors of these differences.

4 Empirical strategy and results
4.1 Baseline model

We begin our analysis by examining the relationship between the task content of occupations
and the sexual orientation of women, as defined by the gender of their reported partner. Using
a sample of women in the labor force, we estimate the following model using Ordinary Least
Squares (OLS):

Taskf = o’ + 71 (homosexual;) + X/77 + vf, (1)



where j = {abstract, routine, manual} represents the task content scores for the occupation
held by women 7, and 1(homosexual;) is a binary variable that takes the value 1 if the woman is
in a homosexual couple and 0 if she is in a heterosexual couple. X; includes individual controls
added sequentially, and vf are the error terms. We run this regression separately for each score.%
These scores are not mutually exclusive, and occupations might score high in more than one
category. Therefore, a positive correlation between individual characteristics and one particular
score does not need to be compensated by a negative correlation with other scores.

Table 2 presents our baseline results for women in the labour force. Columns (1), (4), and
(7) do not include any controls, while Columns (2), (5), and (8) include controls for age, race,
state, and year of observation. Finally, Columns (3), (6), and (9) add controls for women’s
education.

The top panel shows a consistent positive relationship between being in a same-sex couple
and abstract and manual tasks, while the relationship with routine task scores is negative.
These effects remain highly significant even after controlling for covariates such as age, race,
education, and including state and year dummies. Given that our sample is restricted to women
in couples, and only one woman per couple is included in the heterosexual subsample, but both
women are included in each same-sex couple, the middle panel of Table 2 includes a control for
women identified as the main earner in the household. The relationships reported in the top
panel persist even after controlling for this additional variable.

Finally, the bottom panel further explores the effect of being in a same-sex couple by distin-
guishing between primary and secondary earners within the household. Our findings indicate
that women in same-sex couples who are the primary earners tend to have higher abstract scores
than women who are primary earners in heterosexual couples. Secondary earners in same-sex
couples also show a positive relationship, though to a lesser extent. For example, when all
controls are included, being the primary earner in a same-sex couple increases abstract scores
by 0.217 points, which is a relevant increase as it accounts for 6% of the unconditional mean
of abstract test scores. For secondary earners in same-sex couples, the abstract score increases
by 0.155 points with respect to secondary earners in heterosexual couples. Similar results are

obtained for routine and manual scores, with an impact of around 6% of the unconditional mean

5We recognize that simultaneous equation estimation can improve the efficiency of the estimators. However,
for simplicity, we have chosen to estimate the equations separately as our benchmark approach. This allows us to
more effectively address potential self-selection issues in the labor force, which would complicate the estimation
of the system.



for each score, even for manual tasks, which have a substantially lower average in a sample of
women. In these cases, the effects are not significantly different between primary and secondary

earners in same-sex Couples.

Table 2: Task content of occupations and sexual orientation — OLS estimates for women in

the labour force.

Abstract score Routine score Manual score

(1)

2

®3)

4) (5)

(6)

©

8)

©)

homosexual 0.271%%%  (0.444%F*%  (0.235%**  _(0.397*FF*  _0.334%FF  _0.257*FF  0.0655%**  0.060***  0.056%**
(0.034) (0.016) (0.009) (0.020) (0.019) (0.016) (0.008) (0.005) (0.005)
N 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022
homosexual 0.187*%*  0.378%*F*  (.188%** _0.396*** _-0.333*** -0.263*** 0.055*** 0.060*** 0.056***
(0.036)  (0.017)  (0.010)  (0.020)  (0.019)  (0.016)  (0.008)  (0.005)  (0.005)
main earner 0.506***  0.510%**  (.392%** -0.006 -0.010 0.043%** 0.001 0.003 -0.002
(0.012)  (0.014)  (0.013)  (0.009)  (0.009)  (0.007)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)
N 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022
homosexual 0.153***  0.357%F%  (0.155%**  _0.391%**  _0.326%*%* -0.258%** (.054*%** (0.059***  0.056%**
(0.038) (0.020) (0.013) (0.022) (0.021) (0.018) (0.011) (0.009) (0.008)
main earner 0.504%**  0.510%F*%  (0.391%** -0.006 -0.010 0.043*** 0.001 0.003 -0.002
(0.012) (0.014) (0.013) (0.009) (0.009) (0.007) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
homosexual*main earner 0.064***  0.039*  0.062*** -0.011 -0.013 -0.009 0.000 0.001 0.001
(0.020)  (0.019)  (0.019)  (0.020)  (0.020)  (0.020)  (0.011)  (0.011)  (0.011)
N 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022
Age, race controls v v v v v v
State and year dummies v v v v v v
Education controls v v v

Note: Sample restricted to heads of household in couples and their partners. Task scores range from 0 to 10.
Estimating sample includes only women in the labour force. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level

are reported in parentheses. * denotes significance at 1%, ** at 5% and *** at 1%.

Therefore, women in homosexual couples hold occupations with more abstract and manual
task content and less routine content compared to those held by women in heterosexual couples,
even after controlling for individual characteristics and accounting for the fact that we observe
two women per homosexual couple. Notably, occupations with higher routine task scores tend
to experience lower skill depreciation over time. Next, we examine whether these task content
differences help explain labor market outcomes within our sample of women in the labor force.

Specifically, we proceed with estimating by OLS the following wage equation:

3
In(wage;) = ¢o + ¢11(homosexual;) + Xy + Z Yitask] + i,
j=1

(2)

where [n(wage;) is the natural logarithm of the hourly wage for women i, u; are normally
distributed error terms, and the rest of the terms are as defined above.

Table 3 presents these results. The odd-numbered columns control for the same variables
as the last column of Table 2, while the even-numbered columns add abstract, routine, and

manual scores at the occupation level as additional controls for the different specifications.



The estimates reflect the well-known lesbian wage premium in the labor market, even after
controlling for individual characteristics. Column (5) shows evidence of the unequal impact
of this lesbian premium within the couple. Specifically, there is a wage premium of 8.2% for
women in same-sex couples who are the main earners. For secondary earners, we do not find
a significant difference between homosexual and heterosexual women. Adding the scores for
abstract, routine, and manual tasks reduces this gap by nearly 10%. Moreover, the returns to
the different scores are as expected: the payoff for abstract scores is higher than for routine
scores, which in turn is higher than for manual scores. For example, in our more parsimonious
specification with controls (Column (6)), a 1-point increase in the abstract score is associated
with a 14.5% wage increase. Similarly, a 1-point increase in the routine score is associated with
a 10.5% wage increase, and a 1-point increase in the manual score is associated with a 6.7%
wage increase.” Therefore, the behaviour observed in Table 2 is relevant for the labor income of
women participating in the labor market and accounts to some extent for the gender orientation
wage gap.

Table 3: Wage differentials and task content of occupations (OLS)

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)

homosexual 0.209%*%*  (0.192%%%  (0.051***  (.047*** 0.002 0.003
(0.019)  (0.019)  (0.017)  (0.017)  (0.028)  (0.028)
main earner 1.207*%%  1.236***  1.296***  1.234%**
(0.044)  (0.044)  (0.044)  (0.044)
homosexual*main earner 0.091%**  (0.082%**
(0.025)  (0.026)
abstract score 0.176%** 0.145%** 0.145%***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
routine score 0.114%** 0.105%** 0.105%***
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
manual score 0.084*** 0.067*** 0.067***
(0.006) (0.005) (0.005)
N 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022
R2 0.046 0.070 0.108 0.126 0.108 0.126
Age, race controls v v v v v v
State and year dummies v v v v v v
Education controls v v v v v v
Task content v v v

Note: Sample restricted to heads of household in couples and their partners. Wages are measured as In(hourly
wage), and task scores range from 0 to 10. Estimating sample includes only women in the labour force. Robust
standard errors clustered at the state level are reported in parentheses. * denotes significance at 1%, ** at 5%
and *** at 1%.

"If we allow the payoff of the scores to vary by sexual orientation (Table A2 in the appendix), we observe a
lower payoff for women in homosexual couples across all three scores.
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4.2 Potential drivers: household and market factors

We now explore the potential factors driving the differences in the occupational task content
between women in homosexual and heterosexual couples. First, we examine the role of household
characteristics, including those related to the partner and children. Differences in labour market
outcomes by gender might suggest that homosexual and heterosexual women have different
expectations regarding their partner’s labour market outcomes and income, even before they
are matched. As a result, they are likely to have considered these differences in their decision-
making. We include controls for the partner’s education (four categories) and total income
to account for this. Columns (1), (4), and (7) of Table 4 present these results, mapping the
results presented earlier. Compared to the last columns of Table 2, the point estimates for
the differences in abstract and routine scores between homosexual and heterosexual couples are
slightly smaller, while for manual scores they are slightly larger; however, the impact remains
highly significant. For example, being the main earner in a same-sex couple increases the task
content of the occupations by 0.168 points, which accounts for 4.4% of the average of the
abstract score. These results suggest that while women may take these partner differences into

account, they are not the main factors explaining the patterns observed.

Table 4: Task content of occupations and homosexuality — OLS estimates including family
characteristics and prejudice.

Abstract score Routine score Manual score
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 9)
homosexual 0.207*%%  0.194%*%  0.197***  _0.242%FF  _0.250**F*F  _0.252%**  (.062***  0.075***  0.074***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
N 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022
homosexual 0.145%*%  0.136%**  0.141%*¥*  -0.247%FF  0.255%F*  _0.258%**  (.066***  0.079%**  0.077*F**
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.016) (0.016) (0.014) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
main earner 0.568%**  0.565%**  (0.544%*¥*  0.051%**  0.050%**  0.063*%** -0.038%*F* _0.035*** _0.026%**
(0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
N 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022
homosexual 0.118%*%*  0.107***  0.107***  -0.240%**  -0.249%** _0.249%**  (0.064***  0.080***  0.080***
(0.013)  (0.013)  (0.014)  (0.019)  (0.018)  (0.017)  (0.008)  (0.008)  (0.008)
main earner 0.567*F%%  0.564%**  0.543***  (0.052*¥**  0.050%**  0.064*¥**  -0.038*** -0.035*** -0.026***
(0.012)  (0.012)  (0.013)  (0.010)  (0.010)  (0.010)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005)
homosexual*main earner  0.050**  0.053**  0.064***  -0.014 -0.011 -0.018 0.004 -0.001 -0.005
(0.020) (0.020) (0.021) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
N 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022
Age, race controls v v v v v v v v v
State and year dummies v v v v v v v v v
Education controls v v v v v v v v v
Partner controls v v v v v v v v v
Children controls v v v v v v
Prejudice controls v v v

Note: Sample restricted to heads of household in couples and their partners. Task scores range from 0 to 10.
Estimating sample includes only women in the labour force. Prejudice is proxied by the share of individuals in
a given occupation that consider homosexuals should not be allowed to marry. Robust standard errors clustered

at the state level are reported in parentheses. * denotes significance at 1%, ** at 5% and *** at 1%.
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Another key household variable that might affect occupation and task selection is the pres-
ence of children. Homosexual and heterosexual women might anticipate differences in their
fertility, consistent with the lower fertility observed in the data. In our sample of working
women, those in heterosexual couples have on average 1.25 children, while homosexual women
have 0.58 children. Columns (2), (5), and (8) include controls for the presence of children in
the household, and for the number of children above and below the age of 5.° Surprisingly,
differences in the number and age of children present in the household do not significantly alter
the relationship between task scores for women in homosexual and heterosexual couples. One
plausible explanation would be that both homosexual and heterosexual women have been able
to anticipate these differences correctly, and thus, the actual presence of children does not alter
their labour market choices. Alternatively, the impact of children might be mediated through
labor force participation, an issue discussed in the following section.

Finally, Columns (3), (6), and (9) of Table 4 include controls for prejudice at the occupation
level. Prejudice is potentially a key factor influencing differences in occupational choices by
sexual orientation. Research by Plug et al. (2014) and others highlight prejudice as a major
driver of selection and wage gaps by sexual orientation. The ACS does not report experiences
of prejudiced or the share of prejudiced individuals in specific occupations. Therefore, we use
data from the GSS, where individuals are asked about their opinions on homosexuality and
their occupations. We compute the share of individuals prejudiced against homosexuals in each
occupation and include this as a control in our main specification. It is important to note
that we can include controls at the occupation level because our outcome of interest is the
task composition within the occupations, not the occupations themselves. Similar to partner
and family composition characteristics, the estimated differences between women in homosex-
ual and heterosexual couples remain highly significant even after controlling for prejudice at
the occupational level. In summary, when controlling for partner, children, and prejudice as
additional covariates, women in same-sex couples have an abstract score in their occupation
that is 0.171 points higher for main earners and 0.107 points higher for secondary earners than
their heterosexual counterparts. Similarly, they have a routine score of 0.249 points lower and
a manual score of 0.080 points higher. These results indicate that controlling for these family

and prejudice characteristics does not close the gap in the task content of the occupations.

8 As mentioned above, the ACS does not contain information on the biological parentage of the children in
the household.
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4.3 The role of self-selection in labour force participation

Econometric specification

We examine the influence of labour force participation on estimating the main effect of interest.
There is a significant difference in labour force participation rates between women in homosexual
and heterosexual couples. Over 25% of women in heterosexual couples report being out of the
labour force, compared to only 12.5% of women in homosexual couples. Moreover, there may
be a potential self-selection problem, as our sample includes only women who choose to work,
possibly differing in unmeasured ways from those who do not.

We specify a selection equation for labour market entry as follows:
P! = 6o + 611(homosexual;) + X[ + Zia + &;, (3)

where P represents the latent utility for woman ¢ to enter the labor market, and Z; is a vector
of factors influencing this decision, excluded from the outcome equation. We use as exclusion
restriction the state-education-age group level of female employment. ¢; is assumed to be jointly
normally distributed with the unmeasured characteristics in the task equation, vg .

To clarify the nature of the selection problem, it is important to note that it does not arise
from women in homosexual couples being more likely to enter the labour market, but because
these two groups might be different along unobservables (captured by ;). For instance, if 4; > 0,
homosexual women with low values of the rest of the observed components (dy + X/¢ + Zl«)
will appear in our sample more frequently than similar heterosexual women, that would need a
higher value of the error term to participate in the labour force. The range of the error term
g; for women that we observe in the labour force would therefore be different for heterosexual
and homosexual women. This results in a correlation between the homosexual dummy and
unmeasured variables in the selected equation, potentially leading to an underestimation of the
effect of homosexuality if the unmeasured variables lead to higher task scores.

Heckman (1979) shows that this selection bias problem is equivalent to an omitted variable

bias problem in Equation 1. He shows that the problem can be solved by including the inverse

#(do+611(homosexual); +z/y+az;)

Mill’s ratio in Equation 1 as an additional regressor, \; = (80 11 1(homosextal,) o/ v faz)
0 1 7 i i

, where
¢(-) and ®(-) are the pdf and cfd of a normal distribution, respectively.
We estimate the model in two steps: first, a probit model predicts the probability of sample

selection; second, the outcome equation is estimated using OLS, incorporating the inverse Mills
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ratio to correct for sample selection bias. This approach is computationally simpler than the
joint estimation of Equations 1 and 3 by maximum likelihood, and is widely used for linear
outcome equations.

In this model, the coefficient 37 does not necessarily coincide with the magnitude of inter-
est. Our focus is on the average marginal effect of homosexuality on the observed sample of

participating women, which is:
E(Task! | P} > 0,1(homosexual;) = 1) — E(Task! | P} > 0,1(homosexual;) = 0).  (4)

This marginal effect has two components: the direct effect, represented by A7, and an
indirect effect, since 1(homosexual) also appears in the selection equation. Therefore, a change
in 1(homosexual) not only changes the mean of Task:g but also affects the probability of an

observation being included in the sample.

Results

Table 5 presents our results with all controls after implementing the two-stage Heckman correc-
tion as described above. We report the average marginal effect of each variable. Each column
in this table can be compared to the last column for each score in Table 4, as all controls are
included in the correction. The parameter estimates from Heckman’s model are detailed in
Table A3 in the Appendix. In all cases, the estimates for the coefficient of the correction term,
A(+), are highly significant. Furthermore, Table A4 in the Appendix shows the relevance of the
instrument in the first stage.

Selection into the labor force reduces the differences in task scores by sexual orientation,
but the differences remain significant. The coefficient on abstract score decreases from 0.197
to 0.162 when the selection issue is considered (top panel), and from 0.141 to 0.119 when we
include controls for whether the individual is the main earner in the household (mid panel). This
indicates that including this control yields similar results with and without correcting for female
labour force participation. Allowing the relationship to vary by main earner status reduces the
coefficient for the secondary earner from 0.107 to 0.095 and for the main earner from 0.171 to
0.143, which are significantly different from each other at the P < 0.05 level. Therefore, while
labour force participation may be a driver of these differences, the correction suggests that the
overall effect on occupational choice is robust to women'’s self-selection into the labour force.

Similarly, the relationship between being in a homosexual couple and the routine content
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of the occupation remains robust to correcting for selection in labour force participation. The
effect decreases from -0.252 to -0.175 (top panel) and from -0.258 to -0.189 when controlling
for the main earner (mid panel). The bottom panel shows that for the main earner, the effect
decreases from -0.249 to -0.223, and for the secondary earner, from -0.277 to -0.158. Despite
these significant reductions of up to 40%, the effect remains significant. Additionally, the
differences in manual scores decrease from 0.074 to 0.041 for the main earner and from 0.080 to

0.048 for the secondary earner, yet they remain statistically significant.

Table 5: Task content of occupations and homosexuality. Marginal effects from Heckman’s
selection model.

Abstract score Routine score Manual score

) (2) ()

homosexual 0.162%** -0.175%** 0.045%**
(0.008) (0.008) (0.003)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
homosexual 0.119%** -0.189%** 0.044***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.003)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
homosexual*main earner 0.143*** -0.223%%* 0.041%**
(0.011) (0.011) (0.004)
homosexual*secondary /no earner 0.095%** -0.158%#* 0.048%**
(0.011) (0.011) (0.004)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908

Age, race controls

State and year dummies
Education controls

Children controls

Partner controls

Prejudice controls (marriage)

ENENENENENEN
ENENENENENEN
NN NENENEN

Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are reported in parentheses. * denotes significance at
10%, ** at 5% and *** at 1%. Task scores range from 0 to 10. Mid panel includes main earner controls, while
the top panel does not. Heckman’s correction for labour force participation was estimated in two stages, with
the female employment rate at the state/education/age group used as the exclusion restriction. The sample size

increases by over 1 million observations as all women are included, regardless of their labor force status.

Therefore, selection into the labour force driven by unobservable characteristics influences
the occupational scores by sexual orientation. Despite this, notable unexplained differences
persist between these groups. To shed light on their causes, we examine heterogeneity across
subgroups by fertility outcomes and age. It is crucial to emphasize that our previous anal-
yses control for partner characteristics and income, thereby ruling out expected differences

attributable to partners’ gender-based income disparities.
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4.4 Heterogeneous effects: children and age

The previous results control for a wide range of individual and household characteristics, in-
cluding the presence of children in the household. Nevertheless, it is still plausible that the
number of children modulates these differences between homosexual and heterosexual couples,
and the gap in task content is different by realized fertility. To investigate this issue, we divide
our sample into three groups: women in households without children, households with children
under 5 years old, and households with children over 5 years old. We then analyze whether the
effect of homosexuality differs across these groups.

Table 6 presents these results, accounting for self-selection into the labor force. Regard-
ing abstract scores, we find that homosexual women choose occupations with higher scores
than heterosexual women across all groups, including those with young children. It is particu-
larly noteworthy that the difference is more pronounced for women with older children, which
suggests that these women have to take the additional costs associated with children directly
into account. There are also differences between homosexual and heterosexual women, albeit
somewhat smaller, for both heads of household and partners.

The reduction in the routine score persists even when comparing women of different sexual
orientations who are childless, have small children or children over 5. Hence, if homosexual
women opt for occupations with lower routine scores because of lower fertility expectations,
they must be doing so with the expectation of lower fertility, they likely maintain this choice
path once fertility is realized, indicating a degree of path dependence in occupational selection.
Although we cannot control for the exact number and ages of children, the consistent presence of
the effect across different groups suggests that fertility, if at all, is playing a role via expectations.

We next examine the heterogeneity in differences between women in homosexual and hetero-
sexual couples across different age groups. It is important to note that age is strongly correlated
with the cohort, given that our data spans over 10 years. Therefore, the results should be in-
terpreted with caution. Table 7 shows that the difference in abstract scores, once individual
and household characteristics well as self-selection into labour force participation is taken into
account, is primarily driven by older women. Women under 25 do not appear to behave dif-
ferently, and those aged 25-39 show much smaller differences than those aged 40-55. When we
allow the effect to vary by household head status, women in homosexual couples tend to report
occupations with lower abstract scores.

On the other hand, the lower incidence of routine tasks in occupations held by women in
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Table 6: Task content of occupations and homosexuality. Marginal effects from Heckman’s
selection model by number of children.

Abstract score Routine score Manual score

(1) 2) 3)

homosexual*
no children 0.138%** -0.187%** 0.047***
(0.009) (0.010) (0.003)
children less than 5 0.167%** -0.110%** 0.056%**
(0.025) (0.025) (0.008)
children over 5 0.224*** -0.176%** 0.037***
(0.015) (0.016) (0.005)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
homosexual*
no children 0.109%** -0.188%** 0.046%**
(0.009) (0.010) (0.003)
children less than 5 0.119%** -0.158%** 0.043***
(0.024) (0.024) (0.008)
children over 5 0.152%** -0.196%** 0.037***
(0.015) (0.016) (0.005)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
homosexual*main earner*
no children 0.150%** -0.192%** 0.041%**
(0.013) (0.014) (0.004)
children less than 5 0.137%** -0.221%%* 0.048***
(0.033) (0.036) (0.012)
children over 5 0.174%** -0.234%%* 0.042%**
(0.021) (0.023) (0.007)
homosexual*secondary /no earner*
no children 0.068*** -0.186%** 0.053***
(0.013) (0.014) (0.004)
children less than 5 0.100%** -0.099%** 0.041%**
(0.036) (0.036) (0.012)
children over 5 0.129%** -0.160%** 0.033***
(0.022) (0.023) (0.007)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
Age, race controls v v v
State and year dummies v v v
Education controls v v v
Partner controls v v v
Prejudice controls v v v

See notes Table 5.

homosexual couples is evident for all age groups, although it also increases with age. Therefore,
the choice driving this difference may be made early in their careers. Similarly, small differences
in the manual content of occupations also appear over the lifetime.

The heterogeneous effects by children and age therefore suggest that the higher presence of
abstract tasks and the lower presence of routine tasks in occupations held by women in homosex-
ual couples may be a long-term choice rather than a response to immediate circumstances such
as childbearing. While we cannot rule out the possibility that this is driven by other unobserv-
able occupational characteristics correlated with task distribution (or by preferences), at least
part of the observed difference might be driven by choices made early in life to accommodate

future differences in fertility.
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Table 7: Task content of occupations and homosexuality. Marginal effects from Heckman’s
selection model by age

Abstract score Routine score Manual score

(0 2 ®3)

homosexual*
18 to 24 -0.027 -0.049 0.014
(0.028) (0.035) (0.011)
25 to 39 0.083%** -0.136%** 0.039%**
(0.012) (0.012) (0.004)
40 to 55 0.251%%* -0.222%** 0.053***
(0.011) (0.011) (0.003)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
homosexual*
18 to 24 -0.036 -0.072%* 0.007
(0.027) (0.035) (0.011)
25 to 39 0.046%** -0.163*** 0.036%**
(0.011) (0.012) (0.004)
40 to 55 0.201%** -0.224%** 0.054***
(0.011) (0.011) (0.004)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
homosexual*main earner*®
18 to 24 0.032 -0.101* -0.019
(0.043) (0.055) (0.018)
25 to 39 0.060%** -0.224%** 0.034***
(0.016) (0.018) (0.006)
40 to 55 0.224*** -0.241%** 0.051%**
(0.014) (0.015) (0.005)
homosexual*secondary/no earner*
18 to 24 -0.088** -0.052 0.027*
(0.036) (0.046) (0.015)
25 to 39 0.032%* -0.110%** 0.039%**
(0.016) (0.017) (0.005)
40 to 55 0.176%** -0.210%** 0.060%**
(0.016) (0.017) (0.005)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
Age, race controls v v v
State and year dummies v v v
Education controls v v v
Partner controls v v v
Children controls v v v
Prejudice controls v v v

See notes Table 5.

5 Conclusions

This paper examines differences in the skill composition of occupations between homosexual
and heterosexual women using data from the American Community Survey. Our analysis re-
veals that women in homosexual relationships are more likely to hold occupations requiring a
higher degree of abstract and/or manual skills, even after accounting for other well-known dif-
ferences by sexual orientation, such as education and partner characteristics. We also control for
occupational-level prejudice against homosexuals by exploiting the variation in prejudice within
occupations of similar skill levels. We interpret these occupational differences as being driven
by fertility expectations, with homosexual women generally anticipating lower fertility than

heterosexual women. This perspective contrasts with the idea that differences in occupational
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choices are primarily due to household specialization.

These differences persist even when we control for selection into the labor force using a
Bartik-style instrument. Homosexual women tend to hold occupations with lower routine scores
from a young age, but differences in other skill scores become more pronounced for women aged
25 and over when fertility is more likely to have occurred. This suggests a complex relationship
between occupational choice and fertility, influenced by periods of exiting and re-entering the
labor force as children grow older.

Understanding the role of occupational choice in women’s labor market outcomes and wages
has been a long-standing topic in economic literature. Our study adds to this discussion by high-
lighting how varying fertility expectations and realizations among different groups of women in-
fluence the skill composition of their occupations. Specifically, we find that homosexual women,
who generally have lower expected fertility, are more likely to choose occupations requiring
higher levels of abstract and manual skills. This finding contrasts with heterosexual women,
whose occupational choices might be influenced more by anticipated breaks in their careers
for child-rearing. This insight is crucial because it shows that fertility expectations can shape
career paths even before any actual fertility decisions are made. Women anticipating fewer or
no children might invest more in careers that demand continuous skill development and offer
higher wages, whereas women expecting to have children might opt for occupations that offer
greater flexibility but potentially lower wages and skill requirements.

Moreover, the timing of policies aimed at addressing gender gaps in the labor market is
crucial. Educational and occupational decisions are often made early in a woman’s career,
sometimes even during adolescence. Therefore, policies targeting these decisions from the out-
set are more likely to be effective. For instance, educational interventions can expose girls to
a variety of careers and provide them with role models in non-traditional fields. Additionally,
workplace policies that create flexible work arrangements, parental leave, and affordable child-
care can mitigate the career disruptions often associated with childbearing and rearing. This

support can enable women to stay in or return to high-skill occupations more easily.
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Appendix

A.1 Distribution of prejudice variables
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Figure A1: Distribution of prejudice by the main task of the occupation
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Descriptive statistics - additional variables

Table A1: Descriptive statistics — additional variables

All women

‘Women in couples

Women in the labour force

Heterosexual Homosexual  t-test  Heterosexual Homosexual — t-test
(1) &) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7

Year of birth 1973.475 1973.270 1974.629 -1.359 1973.228 1974.838 -1.610
(10.007) (9.745) (10.415) (0.041) (9.730) (10.384) (0.043)

Single 0.194 0.083 0.483 -0.400 0.091 0.493 -0.402
(0.395) (0.276) (0.500) (0.001) (0.287) (0.500) (0.001)

Married 0.654 0.873 0.346 0.527 0.863 0.341 0.522
(0.476) (0.333) (0.476) (0.001) (0.344) (0.474) (0.002)

Divorced 0.139 0.041 0.163 -0.122 0.044 0.159 -0.115
(0.345) (0.198) (0.369) (0.001) (0.206) (0.366) (0.001)

Widowed 0.014 0.002 0.008 -0.005 0.002 0.006 -0.004
(0.116) (0.050) (0.087) (0.000) (0.047) (0.080) (0.000)

White 0.766 0.806 0.813 -0.007 0.812 0.819 -0.007
(0.423) (0.395) (0.390) (0.002) (0.391) (0.385) (0.002)

Black 0.101 0.059 0.081 -0.022 0.064 0.078 -0.015
(0.302) (0.236) (0.273) (0.001) (0.244) (0.269) (0.001)

Hispanic 0.142 0.140 0.129 0.011 0.123 0.127 -0.004
(0.349) (0.347) (0.335) (0.001) (0.328) (0.333) (0.001)

Partner HS dropout 0.075 0.100 0.053 0.047 0.083 0.046 0.037
(0.263) (0.300) (0.224) (0.001) (0.276) (0.209) (0.001)

Partner HS graduate 0.238 0.324 0.239 0.084 0.327 0.230 0.096
(0.426) (0.468) (0.427) (0.002) (0.469) (0.421) (0.002)

Partner some college 0.168 0.227 0.257 -0.030 0.238 0.259 -0.021
(0.374) (0.419) (0.437) (0.002) (0.426) (0.438) (0.002)

Partner some college 0.519 0.350 0.451 -0.101 0.352 0.465 -0.113
(0.500) (0.477) (0.498) (0.002) (0.478) (0.499) (0.002)
N 5630477 4045177 58731 4103908 3036435 51587 3088022
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A.3 Additional results - wage equation

Table A2: Wage differentials and task content of occupations

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
homosexual 0.192%*%  (0.546***  0.047%%*F  (0.418*** 0.003 0.380%**
(0.019)  (0.038)  (0.017)  (0.037)  (0.028)  (0.043)
main earner 1.236%FF  1.236%**  1.234%**  1,234%F*
(0.044)  (0.044)  (0.044)  (0.044)
homosexual*main earner 0.082%**  (0.098***
(0.026)  (0.025)
abstract score 0.176%*%  0.176***  0.145%%F  0.146***  0.145%%*F  0.146%**
(0.003)  (0.003)  (0.003)  (0.003)  (0.003)  (0.003)
routine score 0.114%**  0.115%**  0.105%**  0.106***  0.105***  0.106***
(0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)
manual score 0.084***  (.085***  0.067***  0.068***  0.067***  0.068%**
(0.006)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005)
abstract score*homosexual -0.024*** -0.026*** -0.028%***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
routine score*homosexual -0.067*** -0.068*** -0.068***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
manual score*homosexual -0.031** -0.036*** -0.038%***
(0.013) (0.012) (0.012)
N 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022 3088022
R? 0.070 0.070 0.126 0.126 0.126 0.126
Age, race controls v v v v v v
State and year dummies v v v v v v
Education controls v v v v v v
Task content v v v v v v

Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are reported in parentheses. * denotes significance at
10%, ** at 5% and *** at 1%.
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A.4 Additional results - Heckman’s correction for labor force participation

Table A3: Heckman’s correction coefficients - baseline results (two-step)

Abstract score Routine score Manual score

(1) (2) 3)
homosexual 0.193%** -0.232%%* 0.083***
(0.009) (0.011) (0.005)
A -0.135%** 0.622%** 0.255%**
(0.019) (0.022) (0.009)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
homosexual 0.143%** -0.252%%* 0.079%***
(0.009) (0.011) (0.005)
main earner 0.584*** 0.208*** 0.010%**
(0.004) (0.005) (0.002)
A 0.186*** 0.689*** 0.171%**
(0.016) (0.018) (0.008)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
homosexual 0.116%** -0.215%#* 0.088%***
(0.013) (0.016) (0.007)
main earner 0.582%** 0.210%** 0.010%***
(0.004) (0.005) (0.002)
homosexual*main earner 0.051%** -0.070%** -0.017*
(0.018) (0.021) (0.009)
A 0.184%** 0.692%** 0.171%%*
(0.016) (0.018) (0.008)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
Age, race controls v v v
State and year dummies v v v
Education controls v v v
Children controls v v v
Partner controls v v v
Prejudice controls (marriage) v v v

Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are reported in parentheses. * denotes significance at
10%, ** at 5% and *** at 1%.

Table A4: Heckman’s correction — first stage

Homosexual Homosexual + main Homosexual/main

earner control earner interaction

(Panel A) (Panel B) (Panel C)
(1) (2) ®3)

Female employment rate 0.541%** 0.490%** 0.490%**

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

N 4103908 4103908 4103908
Age, race controls v v v
State and year dummies v v v
Education controls v v v
Partner controls v v v
Children controls v v v
Prejudice controls (marriage) v v v

Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are reported in parentheses. * denotes significance at
10%, ** at 5% and *** at 1%.

26



Table A5: Heckman’s correction coefficients- by number of children in the household

Abstract score Routine score Manual score

(1) (2) (3)
Panel A
homosexual*no children 0.164%** -0.243%%* 0.085%**
(0.011) (0.013) (0.006)
homosexual*children younger than 5 0.197*** -0.150%%* 0.103***
(0.029) (0.034) (0.015)
homosexual*children older than 5 0.268%** -0.234%%* 0.068***
(0.018) (0.021) (0.009)
A -0.135%** 0.623%** 0.255%**
(0.019) (0.022) (0.009)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
Panel B — includes “main earner” controls
homosexual*no children 0.131%** -0.247%%* 0.084***
(0.011) (0.013) (0.006)
homosexual*children younger than 5 0.143%** -0.219%%* 0.078%**
(0.029) (0.034) (0.015)
homosexual*children older than 5 0.184*** -0.262%** 0.067***
(0.018) (0.021) (0.009)
A 0.202%** 0.766%** 0.202%**
(0.016) (0.019) (0.008)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
Panel C — includes “main earner” interaction
homosexual*no children 0.084%** -0.246%** 0.098***
(0.016) (0.019) (0.008)
homosexual*children younger than 5 0.122%%* -0.142%** 0.077%**
(0.044) (0.051) (0.022)
homosexual*children older than 5 0.158*** -0.219%** 0.061%**
(0.027) (0.032) (0.014)
homosexual*main earner*no children 0.090%** -0.001 -0.026**
(0.022) (0.026) (0.011)
homosexual*main earner*children younger than 5 0.037 -0.140** 0.002
(0.058) (0.068) (0.030)
homosexual*main earner*children older than 5 0.047 -0.078* 0.010
(0.036) (0.043) (0.018)
A 0.201%** 0.767%** 0.202%**
(0.016) (0.019) (0.008)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
Age, race controls v v v
State and year dummies v v v
Education controls v v v
Partner controls v v v
Prejudice controls (marriage) v v v

Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are reported in parentheses. * denotes significance at
10%, ** at 5% and *** at 1%.
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Table A6: Heckman’s correction coefficients — by age

Abstract score Routine score Manual score

) 2) ()

Panel A
homosexual*young -0.037 -0.064 0.025
(0.039) (0.046) (0.020)
homosexual*mid age 0.098%*** -0.1817%%* 0.071%**
(0.014) (0.016) (0.007)
homosexual*older 0.297*** -0.293%** 0.099%**
(0.013) (0.015) (0.006)
A -0.138%** 0.623*** 0.254%***
(0.019) (0.022) (0.009)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
Panel B - includes “main earner” controls
homosexual*young -0.052 -0.096** 0.012
(0.039) (0.046) (0.020)
homosexual*mid age 0.055%** -0.219%%* 0.063***
(0.014) (0.016) (0.007)
homosexual*older 0.240%** -0.298%** 0.099***
(0.013) (0.015) (0.006)
A 0.168*** 0.694*** 0.170%**
(0.015) (0.018) (0.008)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908
Panel C - includes “main earner” interaction
homosexual*young -0.128%** -0.070 0.047*
(0.052) (0.061) (0.027)
homosexual*mid age 0.039%* -0.1517%%* 0.071%**
(0.020) (0.023) (0.010)
homosexual*older 0.213%*** -0.284%%* 0.112%**
(0.019) (0.022) (0.010)
homosexual*main earner*young 0.172%* -0.058 -0.079**
(0.079) (0.093) (0.040)
homosexual*main earner*mid age 0.030 -0.134%%* -0.015
(0.027) (0.032) (0.014)
homosexual*main earner*older 0.047* -0.025 -0.024%*
(0.025) (0.030) (0.013)
A 0.166%** 0.698*** 0.170%**
(0.015) (0.018) (0.008)
N 4103908 4103908 4103908

Age, race controls

State and year dummies
Education controls

Partner controls

Children controls

Prejudice controls (marriage)

NN N NENEN
AN N NN
SN N N

Note: Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are reported in parentheses. * denotes significance at
10%, ** at 5% and *** at 1%.
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