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I. Assignment

1. I have been asked to provide an assessment of adult outcomes among
children whose parents were reported to have had same-sex romantic
relationships, based on my survey data collection project entitled the
New Family Structures Study, and its accompanying publications.

I1. Qualifications

2. I am an associate professor of sociology at the University of Texas at
Austin, where I am also a research associate at the university’s
Population Research Center. I am also a senior fellow at the Austin
Institute for the Study of Family and Culture.

3. All of my degrees are in sociology, including my Ph.D. from the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. I was an assistant
professor of sociology at Calvin College from 2001-2002, and director of
its Center for Social Research, after which I joined the sociology
department at the University of Texas at Austin. In 2007 I was
promoted to the rank of associate professor, with tenure.



4. I have published on romantic relationship behavior and sexual
decision-making since 2005, including two books,! both of which earned
numerous positive published reviews by peers.

5. I am being compensated $250 per hour for my time spent preparing
this report. My compensation does not depend on the outcome of the
case or the opinions or testimony that I provide. I have not previously
testified as an expert at trial or by deposition.

6. I was the principal investigator of the New Family Structures Study
(“NFSS”), a survey data collection project that screened over 15,000
young adults about their childhood household structure, and collected
complete surveys from just under 3,000 of them, including 248
respondents who reported a parental same-sex romantic relationship.

II1. Summary of Findings

7. A persistent claim by those supporting same-sex marriage is that there
1s “no difference” in the outcomes of children raised by a biological
mother and father and those who have been raised by two women or
two men. That claim has been made by associations like the American
Psychological Association (“APA”), although the APA report on same-
sex parenting was largely written by only one scholar, Dr. Charlotte
Patterson of the University of Virginia.2 Such a claim, however, has
been based largely on studies involving non-random, non-
representative samples, often with relatively few participants, or
employs comparison groups of reduced kinship, such as stepfamilies.
Comparisons have seldom been made with children growing up in
stably-intact households consisting of a married mother and father,
long understood to constitute an optimal child development setting.3

8. So the claim that another parenting relationship—one consisting of
both a solitary gender of parent and at least one source of diminished
kinship—produces child outcomes just as good as (or even better than)
intact biological parents is a surprising proposition,4 one that must be
rigorously tested, and until then, viewed with healthy skepticism.

I Mark Regnerus, Forbidden Fruit: Sex and Religion in the Lives of American Teenagers
(Oxford University Press, 2007); Mark Regnerus and Jeremy Uecker, Premarital Sex in
America: How Young Americans Meet, Mate, and Think about Marrying (Oxford University
Press, 2011).

2 Charlotte J. Patterson, Lesbian and Gay Parents and their Children: Summary of Research
Findings. Lesbian and Gay Parenting: American Psychological Association, 2005.

3 McLanahan, Sara, Sandefur, Gary. Growing Up with a Single Parent: What Hurts, What
Helps. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA. 1994.

4 Timothy J. Biblarz and Judith Stacey, “How does the Gender of Parents Matter?” Journal
of Marriage and Family 72 (1), 3-22, 2010.



9. After all, kinship reduction has long been associated with less-optimal
outcomes among children. A recent examination of the benefits of
monogamous unions noted, among other things, that, “(I)iving in the
same household with genetically unrelated adults is the single biggest
risk factor for abuse, neglect and homicide of children. Stepmothers are
2.4 times more likely to kill their stepchildren than birth mothers, and
children living with an unrelated parent are between 15 and 77 times
more likely to die ‘accidentally.”® One should not read such statements
as a blanket indictment of step-parenting or adoption, whether gay or
straight, since most such arrangements are and remain peaceable.
Nevertheless, on average genetically-related parents pose a lower risk
to their children then those parents or guardians who are not
genetically related to the children in their care.

10. Conducting high-quality empirical studies on this topic, however, is
challenging for a variety of reasons, not the least of which is the
comparatively small population we seek to locate (randomly) and
study, and the lack of settled protocols about how to identify parental
sexual orientation. In large, population-based datasets, the share of
Americans who identify as experiencing same-sex attractions is larger
than that share that has reported same-sex sexual behavior, which is
In turn larger than that share which identifies as gay, lesbian, or
bisexual.

11.Research in this area is further complicated by the political climate
surrounding this subject matter. The late family sociologist Dr. Norval
Glenn remarked, “Given the widespread support for same-sex
marriage among social and behavioral scientists, it is becoming
politically incorrect in academic circles even to suggest that arguments
being used in support of same-sex marriage might be wrong.”® In other
words, few scholars dare to tread here, and those who do risk
professional hostility if they raise standard methodological concerns.
Editors publish critical research at their peril. It is not an optimal
environment for the conduct of science.

12.Despite the challenges noted above, the hallmark of a rigorous study is
a large, representative pool of participants drawn from a population-
based random sample. I conducted a large, population-based study of

5 Joseph Henrich, Robert Boyd, and Peter J. Richerson, “The Puzzle of Monogamous
Marriage.” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society: Biological Sciences 367: 657-669,
2012.

6 Norval D. Glenn, “The Struggle for Same-Sex Marriage.” Society 41 (6): 25-28, 2004.



young adults called the New Family Structures Study (“NFSS”), which
included survey information from 248 respondents who reported that a
parent of theirs had been in a romantic relationship with someone of
the same sex while they (the children) were growing up. A total of
2,988 young adults completed the survey, providing ample opportunity
for comparisons.

13.The initial published study based on the NFSS data looked at social
behaviors, health behaviors, and relationships comparing 40 different
outcomes (as reported by the adult children in the study rather than by
those who raised them) across various groups, including respondents
who spent their childhood with their married biological parents, those
who spent most time in step-parenting arrangements, with single
parents, as well those respondents who reported that a parent had
been in a same-sex romantic relationship (among other types of
household arrangements and experiences).

14.When compared with children who grew up in biologically (still) intact,
mother-father families, the children of women who reported a same-sex
relationship—and spent time living with her mother’s partner—report
markedly different outcomes across a variety of domains (19 out of 40
outcomes are statistically significantly different, after controls). The
latter attained less education, are less apt to be employed full-time,
more apt to be currently unemployed and on public assistance, more
likely to have experienced sexual violence against them, more apt to
have had an affair, and more likely to smoke and to have been
arrested, among other outcomes. Some specific examples of the
differences between the two groups are:

Received public assistance (i.e., welfare) while growing up: 17% vs. 70%
Currently receiving public assistance: 10% vs. 49%

Currently employed full-time: 49% vs. 17%

Currently unemployed: 8% vs. 40%

Had been forced to have sex against their will: 8% vs. 27%

Had an affair while married or cohabiting: 13% vs. 38%

Perhaps because of the smaller sample size for fathers who have had
gay relationships, there were not as many significant findings as
compared to mothers who have had lesbian relationships. However,
adult children of fathers who are or have been in a same-sex
relationship are more apt (than adult children raised by intact
biological parents) to smoke, have been arrested, pled guilty to non-
minor offenses, and report more numerous sex partners.



15.Those children who identified a parent as having had a same-sex
relationship self-reported outcomes that were consistently less optimal
than those respondents whose biological parents were—and remain—
married. The outcome patterns among those children who lived for
some duration with their mother in a residential relationship that
included her same-sex partner compare most favorably with never-
married single mothers. This may be due in part to the comparative
brevity of their mother’s (residential) relationship with her partner.

16.The NFSS data is not longitudinal, and not conducive to making strong
claims about direct influences of parenting. As a result, I did not make
claims about causation in the study. My analytic intention was more
modest than this: to test for the presence of simple group differences,
and—with the addition of several control variables—to assess just how
robust any between-group differences were. Thus any suboptimal
outcomes may not be due to the sexual orientation of the parent, which
was not measured. The exact sources of group differences would be
difficult if not impossible to adequately sequester.

17.In fact, no existing study yet bears the ability to randomly locate, track,
and compare large numbers of children—thousands, or even hundreds—
raised continuously by gay couples with the same among heterosexual
couples over many years. The science here remains young.

18.The publication of this study in the July 2012 issue of Social Science
Research” was met with considerable hostility, primarily located in gay
and lesbian interest groups. An effort led by Dr. Gary Gates, expert
witness for the plaintiff in this case, called for the journal to retract the
study. Retractions, however, are historically appropriate only when
egregious errors or outright fabrication has occurred. Neither is true
with respect to this study, and the original article remains in print.
The ad hominem attacks aimed at me, as well as the editor of the
journal Social Science Research, continue unabated.

19.The NFSS enjoys a variety of strengths as well as important
limitations, the latter of which skeptics and critics have focused on
since the publication of the study. Nevertheless, there is much that
scholars can learn from it, regardless of their sentiments on the subject
matter of same-sex parents or same-sex marriage.

7 Mark Regnerus, “How Different are the Adult Children of Parents who have Same-Sex
Relationships? Findings from the New Family Structures Study.” Social Science Research 41:
752-770, 2012.



20.How was the NFSS conducted, and how and why are the findings from
my NFSS-based study distinctive from so much research on same-sex
parenting? The NFSS survey data collection, which screened over
15,000 Americans between ages 18 and 39 about their childhood
household structure and experiences, and then completed full
interviews with 3,000 of them, was underwritten by two private
organizations—the Witherspoon Institute and (joined later by) the
Bradley Foundation—known for their political conservatism.
Witherspoon’s support was declared to potential consultants (including
two of plaintiff’s expert witnesses, Gary Gates and Michael Rosenfeld,
who each declined), as well as in the study text itself.

21.The data collection was undertaken by the research firm Knowledge
Networks (“KN”), with whom the University of Texas at Austin
subcontracted. KN maintains an active panel of around 50,000 adults
whom interested researchers can contract to survey.8 Plaintiff’s expert
witness Michael Rosenfeld has conducted his own survey project using
KN’s KnowledgePanel®, as have hundreds of other academic and
government survey researchers.

22.1 uploaded the NFSS survey data to a data repository at the University
of Michigan in November 20129, thus freely opening it to re-analyses
and criticism. The same practice, however, has not been displayed by
the National Longitudinal Lesbian Family Study (“NLLFS”) and other
privately-funded datasets on sexuality (including the 2009 National
Survey of Sexual Health and Behavior, or “NSSHB”) that remain
securely away from public and scholarly peer scrutiny. I released the
data because I said I would, and because it is a scientific value, not
because of political pressure to do so.

23.1t 1s a challenging matter to discern how best to screen a generation
(ages 18-39) whose parents may not have self-identified as gay or
lesbian. In coordination with several academic consultants, our project
team decided to privilege the measurement of the romantic
relationship behavior of the young-adult respondents’ parents rather
than the respondent’s perceptions of their parent(s)’ sexual orientation
(stated or otherwise).

24.The study surveyed adults ages 18-39 who reflected on their parent(s)’
past same-sex romantic relationship behavior, which conceivably
occurred as recently as a few years ago or as far back as 30 or more
years. The NFSS thus captures what might be called an “earlier

8 http://www.knowledgenetworks.com/knpanel/
9 http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/34392?q=nfss&searchSource=icpsr-landing
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generation” of children of same-sex parents, and includes among them
many who witnessed a failed heterosexual union. We screened over
15,000 Americans with a short sequence of questions about their
households while growing up. Among that sample, 175 people reported
that their mother had had a same-sex romantic relationship at some
point in their growing-up years; 73 reported the same about their
father.

25.1 noted in my November 2012 response to critics that my use of the
acronyms “LM” (lesbian mother, for those respondents whose mother
had a same-sex relationship) and “GF” (gay father, for those whose
father had a same-sex relationship) were unfortunately prone to
conflating sexual orientation—which the NFSS did not measure—with
same-sex relationship behavior, which it did measure. The original
study, indeed the entire data collection effort, was always focused on
the respondents’ awareness of parental same-sex relationship behavior
rather than their own assessment of parental sexual orientation, which
may have differed from how their parent would describe it.

26.This measurement approach was intended to capture a combination of
same-sex households, ones in which two men or two women had (1)
adopted a child (that is, the survey respondent), (2) conceived via
artificial reproductive technology (ART), or (3) brought with them into
a same-sex relationship a child conceived in a heterosexual union. We
found the latter of these, a failed heterosexual union, to constitute
around 55 percent of such respondents’ origins. Another 30 percent
reported no father or mother’s same-sex partner in the first year of
their life.

27.In other words, few young-adult children in the NFSS appear to be the
product of what might be labeled the “ideal type” same-sex couple
portrayed in media narratives and that scholars have privileged as an
optimal comparison group: two men or two women in a stable
relationship who agree to pursue a child by ART. Just how much more
commonly children conceived by ART are today among same-sex
households is unknown. (In the United States, however, just about one
percent of all successful pregnancies begin by ART, and statistically
the majority of them are believed to be infertile opposite-sex couples.)
Given its costs, however, ART is out of reach of couples—gay or
straight—who lack the resources to afford it.

28.Yet every child born to a couple via ART (a “planned” gay or lesbian
family) retains at least one non-biological “step” parent, suggesting the



more favorable comparison group would not be the biologically-intact,
mother-father households but heterosexual stepfamilies.

29.0n the other hand, half of all US pregnancies are unplanned. No ART
birth is unplanned.

30.The demographic characteristics (e.g., race, income) of the NFSS’s
sample of children of men and women who have had same-sex
relationships are very similar to estimates of those same-sex couples in
the 2000 US Census’s 5% Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS).
Plaintiff’'s expert witness Rosenfeld reported that 37% and 42% of
children from female and male same-sex (coupled) households in the
PUMS sample are Black and Hispanic, respectively.19 Rosenfeld also
noted that same-sex couples with children have, on average, less
education and lower household incomes than both heterosexual couples
with children and same-sex couples without children. Plaintiff’s expert
witness Gary Gates notes the same—that African American and
Latino same-sex couples are more likely than white same-sex couples
to be raising children.!! The NFSS found similarly: 43% of respondents
who reported a maternal same-sex relationship were either Black or
Hispanic. In a recent publication based on the NLLFS, however, only
12% of the NLLFS sample is nonwhite.!2 Moreover, 94% reported
college-educated parents, a figure dramatically higher than the
national average (which is just over 30%).13

31.This means that the sample-selection bias problem in many studies of
gay and lesbian parenting—including the 19 published NLLFS-based
studies—is not minor or incidental, but likely profound, rendering the
ability of non-population-based research to offer valid interpretations
of average household experiences of children with a lesbian or gay
parent suspect. In other words, most snowball-sample-based research
has shed light only on above-average or privileged gay and lesbian
households. What it cannot do is tell us much about the lives of lesbian
parents across the country, because it is decidedly not a population-
based data collection effort, but has been widely interpreted as such in

10 Michael J. Rosenfeld, “Nontraditional Families and Childhood Progress through School.”
Demography 47: 755775, 2010.

11 Gary J. Gates and Adam P. Romero. “Parenting by Gay Men and Lesbians: Beyond the
Current Research,” in Elizabeth Peters and Claire M. Kamp Dush, eds., Marriage and
Family: Perspectives and Complexities, pp. 227-243, 2009.

12 Loes van Geldern, Henny M.W. Bos, Nanette Gartrell, Jo Hermanns, and Ellen C. Perrin,
“Quality of Life of Adolescents Raised from Birth by Lesbian Mothers: The US National
Longitudinal Family Study.” Journal of Developmental & Behavioral Pediatrics 33 (1): 1-7,
2012.

13 http://www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/education/data/cps/2012/tables.html
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scholarly and media outlets. It is not.

32.Gay and lesbian parents are, in reality, economically, racially, and
socially far more diverse than data collection efforts like the NLLFS
imply. Dr. Charlotte Patterson, author of the APA report on same-sex
parenting, notes this decided lack of diversity in studies: “Despite the
diversity of gay and lesbian communities, both in the United States
and abroad, samples of children [and parents] have been relatively
homogenous....Samples for which demographic information was
reported have been described as predominantly Caucasian, well-
educated, and middle to upper class.”14

33.What the social science of gay parenting based on nonprobability
samples has taught us is that it is possible for children raised in same-
sex households to develop normally and competently across a variety of
domains, but not whether it is probable that they will. Only studies
based on probability samples can do that. Very few data collection
efforts employing probability samples are able to address this subject.
Indeed, publications featuring the three largest North American
probability samples on this topic—Census-based studies in the US and
Canada, and the NFSS—have emerged only in the past three years.

34.0ther published research—including those based on the NLLFS—
featured sample sizes too small to provide ample statistical power to
detect genuine between-group differences that exist in social reality
(i.e., making a Type II error). That is, the sample may be too small for
inferential statistics to detect differences that actually exist in the
population. But that shortcoming did not curb the publication of
numerous such studies making claims about “no differences”
employing inferential statistics on samples whose underlying biases
cannot be discerned.

35.Source bias is also a common problem in many comparative studies.
One scholar notes that “parental self-report, of course, may be biased.
It is plausible to argue that, in a prejudiced social climate, lesbian and
gay parents may have more at stake in presenting a positive picture,”
such that “future studies need to consider using additional
sophisticated measures to rule out potential biases.”t> The NFSS
avoids source bias by asking young adults ages 18-39 to report on their
own life situations as well as their reflections on their childhood,

14 Charlotte J. Patterson, “Children of Lesbian and Gay Parents.” Child Development 63:
1025-1029, 1992.

15 Fiona Tasker, “Same-sex Parenting and Child Development: Reviewing the Contribution of
Parental Gender.” Journal of Marriage and Family 72, 35—-40, 2010
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rather than parents talking about their children, bringing needed
source diversity to studies in this area.

36.As noted above, scholars have leveled numerous criticisms at my
published study based on the NFSS. Some of the questions directed at
my study based on the NFSS are fair and legitimate, and were
welcomed and addressed in a follow-up response to critics in the
November 2012 issue of Social Science Research.16

37.0ne likely reason for the heightened criticism of my NFSS-based study
1s its emphasis on general description rather than skipping description
and moving rapidly toward explanation. Indeed, the study’s analyses
present average between-group differences across 40 different
outcomes, assessing first their simple statistical differences and then
whether between-group differences remain statistically significant
after controlling for the respondent’s current age, race/ethnicity,
gender, their mother’s level of education, and their perceptions of
family-of-origin income while growing up. I also controlled for a
retrospective measure of having experienced bullying—something
believed to be a common experience among children with gay or
lesbian parents—and a measure of the gay-friendliness of the
respondent’s current state of residence, a measure thought to be
positively correlated with better outcomes among gay and lesbian
adults and their children.

38.A common approach in studies of gay parenting outcomes is to avoid
the display of—and any discussion around—average differences
between groups, and instead to move immediately to more complex,
regression-based analyses where simple differences are not noted. This
is not inherently a problem, but rather a different approach to
analyses. I elected to privilege the description of social reality rather
than skipping quickly to explaining, since explanations seem best as
following mapping and description rather than preceding or replacing
them. Description is also a plausible, reasonable goal for a new data
collection project’s first publication: such has been the case in the past
with other nationally-representative studies.1?

16 Mark Regnerus. “Parental Same-Sex Relationships, Family Instability, and Subsequent
Life Outcomes for Adult Children: Answering Critics of the New Family Structures Study
with Additional Analyses.” Social Science Research 41: 1367-1377, 2012.

17 Michael D. Resnick, Peter S. Bearman, Robert W. Blum, Karl E. Bauman, Kathleen M.
Harris, Jo Jones, Joyce Tabor, Trish Beuhring, Renee E. Sieving, Marcia Shew,Marjorie
Ireland, Linda H. Bearinger, J.R. Udry, “Protecting Adolescents from Harm: Findings from
the National Longitudinal Study on Adolescent Health.” Journal of the American Medical
Association 278 (10), 823—832, 1997.
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39.My study did not seek to assess the magnitude of effects (of having a
parent in a same-sex relationship). Its stated purpose was more
narrow: to test for between-group differences, and in so doing evaluate
the popular claims being made about their being “no differences”
among those raised in same-sex households (however measured).

40.Some criticisms concern my subjective measurement decisions made
possible by the very comprehensive information that the NFSS
afforded to scholars, including household “calendars” that asked
respondents to document who lived in their household each year from
the time the respondent was born until the present. This enables
analysts to document the arrival and departure of parental romantic
partners, including those of the same sex. However, the calendars
revealed that household histories are often messy, meaning that
respondents noted that some parental (residential) romantic
relationships were brief and/or numerous. This reality of many
American households, however, creates a challenge for NFSS data
analysts with respect to parental same-sex relationships.

41.According to the household calendar data, just over half (90) of the 175
respondents whose mother had a lesbian relationship reported that
they did not live with both their mother and her same-sex partner at
the same time. How long those same-sex relationships lasted is
undiscernible. Do such maternal same-sex relationships matter, given
the respondent didn’t live with the mother’s partner? Should analysts
only pay attention to those 51 children whose mothers spent only a
year or two in a residential same-sex relationship, or stick to the even
smaller minority of respondents whose mothers appeared to be in more
stable relationships, who spent 5, 10, or 15 years in such a
relationship? (This would create a statistical power problem—too few
cases to analyze with confidence that one could detect statistical
differences that in fact existed.)

42.The two respondents who lived with their mother and her partner for
all 18 years of their childhood did indeed appear comparatively well-
adjusted on most developmental and contemporary outcomes. But two
out of 175 respondents—or out of 248 if you also include those
respondents whose fathers had a same-sex relationship—suggests very
tall odds against enjoying a stable same-sex household for the duration
of one’s childhood in the NFSS. And what about those children who did
not live in the same household with the parent who was in a same-sex
relationship (a far more common scenario where fathers were in such
relationships)? Does a non-residential parent still influence a child?

11



Unless they play no part in their lives—which we do not know—it is
rational to assert that non-residential parents may still influence their
children, as they do in very many stepfamily and single-parent
situations.

43.Simply put, those NFSS respondents who reported a parental same-
sex relationship were far more likely to also report household
instability and parental relationship “dynamism.” One can “control for”
such instability in evaluating between-group differences, but it was a
very common experience among such respondents in the NFSS.
Whether such household instability and parental relationship
upheaval remains true today is not clear.

44.The tendency to overlook “pathways” in favor of control variables more
broadly reflects a common pattern in social science research to search
for “independent” effects of variables, thereby missing the ability to
explain how social phenomena actually operate in the real world. If, for
example, most men smoked, but few women did, it is entirely
unhelpful to declare that—controlling for smoking—there is no effect of
gender on lung cancer. In that case, men’s predilection for smoking
would merit close scrutiny and concern. In the same way, parental
same-sex relationships, household instability, and more problematic
young-adult life outcomes are quite possibly connected, and a key
purpose of social science here is not only to document such pathways
but to figure out why they exist.

45.1f stability was comparatively rarer in the parents who had same-sex
relationships decades ago when stigma was more pronounced and
social support for lesbian and gay parents far more modest than it is
today, is it a safe assumption that the NFSS study is a “dated” one by
definition? That is, if the study could be replicated among same-sex
parents of younger children today that the troubling outcomes that
were more likely to appear among them in the NFSS would very likely
disappear or fail to materialize? Perhaps, but this conclusion is hardly
certain. What is known about the comparative relationship stability of
gay and lesbian adults in general?

46.0ther research on gay and lesbian adults—including but not limited to
parents—has noted the comparative volatility of lesbian relationships.
A study of Norwegian and Swedish same-sex relationships notes that
divorce risk is higher in same-sex marriages and that the “risk of
divorce for female partnerships actually is more than twice that for

12



male unions.”®8 Moreover, early same-sex marriages—those occurring
shortly after a shift in marriage law—exhibited a similar risk of
divorce as did more recent marriages, suggesting no notable variation
in instability over time as a function of new law or pent-up demand
among more stable, longstanding relationships. The study authors
estimate that in Sweden, 30% of female marriages are likely to end in
divorce within 6 years of formation, compared with 20% for male
marriages and 13% for heterosexual ones.

47.A follow-up assessment of more recent Norwegian statistics, presented
at the 2012 annual meeting of the Population Association of America
(PAA), found no evidence that the gender gap in same-sex divorce has
closed.’® An October 2013 release from the UK’s Office for National
Statistics revealed that in the seven years since civil unions were
recognized in Britain, the lesbian break-up rate was nearly twice that
seen among gay male couples.20

48.Michael Rosenfeld, expert witness for the plaintiff in this case,
detected the same pattern in a study of nationally-representative data
on American relationships presented at the 2012 annual meeting of the
American Sociological Association.2! Lesbian couples reported higher
relationship satisfaction alongside higher break-up rates. The data
source for Rosenfeld’s study is the same as that for the NFSS: KN’s
KnowledgePanel®.

49.1In that study, the highest stability rates appear among heterosexual
married couples, while notably better stability is located among
married gay and lesbian couples than among those in civil unions (as
would be expected). Yet Rosenfeld’s analysis also detects greater
instability among lesbian couples in general, a finding that persists
even after a lengthy series of control variables are included. While
lesbian couples in the study are more apt to be raising children, the
presence of children does not appear to be a factor in the diminished
relationship stability evident among them.

18 Gunnar Andersson, Turid Noack, Ane Seierstad, Harald Weedon-Fekjaer, “The
demographics of same-sex marriages in Norway and Sweden.” Demography 43, 79-98, 2006.
19 Turid Noack, Ane Seierstad, and Kenneth Aarskaug Wiik. “Divorce Risk in Norwegian
Same-Sex Marriages, 1993-2010.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Population
Association of America, San Francisco, May 2012.

20 http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/dcp171778_329457.pdf

21 Michael J. Rosenfeld, “Couple Longevity and Formal Unions in the era of Same-Sex
Marriage in the U.S.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Sociological
Association, Denver, August 2012.
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50.While gay men’s relationships appear more stable than lesbian
relationships, but are less likely to be sexually monogamous when
compared with lesbian or heterosexual relationships, as attested to in
analyses of the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health’s
Wave IV data, collected during respondents’ mid-20s and early 30s.22
While the effect of relationship stability on child health and
development is well-documented, the effect on children of parental
nonmonogamy is not well understood.

51.Respondents from stably-coupled same-sex households were simply
rare in the NFSS. Some critics have suggested that stable same-sex
households were genuinely undercounted in the study. The study’s
screening protocol, however, did not prevent stably-coupled same-sex
households from appearing. They were simply uncommon in the
experience of respondents in an earlier era.

52.1f stability is a key asset for households with children, then it is
sensible to use stably-intact biological families in any comparative
assessment, as my NFSS-based study did.

53.An argument for “no differences” or “few differences” in the NFSS
could more readily be made when the children of parents who've had
same-sex relationships are compared with the children of opposite-sex
parents who display a notable degree of genetic dissimilarity, such as
children who largely grew up in stepfamilies or with single mothers.

54.My study joins two other peer-reviewed publications in the past two
years in which child outcomes are assessed and compared using data
from large, population-based probability samples, revealing suboptimal
outcomes of children from same-sex relationships when contrasted
with biologically-intact households. One was a re-analysis of US
Census data conclusions first reached by plaintiff’'s expert witness
Rosenfeld2?? and the other an analysis of Canadian census data.?4 Each
of the three datasets measures parental same-sex experience
differently. The US Census estimates same-sex parental households by
gender, without any knowledge of parents’ sexual identity, orientation,
or behavior, while the Canadian census asked young-adult children
living at home whether their parents were currently in a same-sex

22 Kara Joyner, Wendy Manning, and Ryan Bogle. “The Stability and Qualities of Same-Sex
and Different-Sex Couples in Young Adulthood.” Working Paper, Bowling Green State
University Center for Family and Demographic Research, 2013.

23 Douglas W. Allen, Joseph Price, Catherine Pakaluk. “Nontraditional Families and Childhood
Progress Through School: A Comment on Rosenfeld.” Demography 50 (3): 955-961, 2013.

24 Douglas W. Allen, “High School Graduation Rates among Children of Same-Sex
Households.” Review of the Economics of the Household 11: 635-658, 2013.
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relationship. In other words, there is no established social science
norm concerning how exactly to measure same-sex households with
children.

55.Nevertheless, a probability sample like these—including the NFSS—is
required whenever a researcher wishes to make claims about the
larger population from which the sample was drawn. If one of the goals
of social-science research on same-sex households is to make claims
about children living, or who have lived, in such households, then a
probability sample must be drawn from the larger population of same-
sex parents, couples, or households with children. Without a
probability sample, there is no way to discern just how biased or
unbiased a sample of respondents is; that 1s, how “unusual” or
“normal” the sample of a particular population is. Without a
probability sample, inferential statistics make little sense to employ,
since the employment of inferential statistics assumes a real-world
population “behind” a sample, and it is those real-world population
“parameters” that we are estimating when employing statistics.

56.There 1s no alternative to using a probability sample if the goal is to
generalize from a sample to a larger population, which is a very
sensible goal when analyzing data whose results may have significant
consequences for social policy debates such as this one.

57.Much published research on same-sex parenting, however, has not
employed probability samples. Indeed, 19 peer-reviewed publications
have emerged from just one nonprobability “snowball” study—the
National Longitudinal Lesbian Family Study.25 Thus it is possible (and
even correct) to state that the vast majority of social science until very
recently has confirmed the “no differences” (or very few differences)
conclusion. Unfortunately, the NLLFS subjects were allowed to select
themselves into the study, creating bias of unknowable magnitudes
and disabling the ability of scholars to generalize from its sample to
the population of lesbian families as a whole. I don’t wish to impugn
smaller studies simply because their research methods involved small
or nonrandom samples. Such is often the case in exploratory studies of
small populations. My criticism rather concerns the confident
declarations about “no differences” often made based upon them. It
ought to raise concern when they are used to support broad public
policy changes, like those at issue in this case. In short, it is faulty to
credibly, much less confidently, claim “no difference” with such thin
support.

25 http://www.nllfs.org/publications/
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IV. Conclusions

58.

59.

The NFSS, which cannot definitively assess causation but rather
simply documents associations, reveals that to be stably rooted in your
married mother and father’s household is to foster the greatest chance
at lifelong flourishing. It is neither necessary nor is it a guarantee. It
just displays the best odds. Adoption commonly remains a next-best
option for many children, though it too i1s understood as a concession,
an accommodation to circumstances in which a child is unable to
remain in the custody of his/her biological parents.

Of course, such kinship ties are often broken, sometimes with intention
(by mutual divorce, sperm donation, and some instances of surrogacy),
sometimes by accident (as through the death of a parent), and
sometimes by necessity (in the case of seeking protection from domestic
violence). Prudent government seeks to discourage broken kinship ties,
and to wrestle over how to manage situations in which brokenness
seems unavoidable, but they should not respond by declaring biological
bonds to be irrelevant or such brokenness and its consequences only
1Imagined.

60. Certainly same-sex couples, like other parenting structures, can make

61.

quality and successful efforts in raising children. That is not in
question. In social reality there may genuinely be two “gold standards”
of family stability and context for children’s flourishing—a stably-
coupled heterosexual household and a stably-coupled homosexual
household, but no population-based sample analyses have yet been
able to consistently confirm wide evidence of the latter.

No existing study yet bears the ability to randomly compare large
numbers of children raised by gay couples with the same among
heterosexual couples over a long period of time. The social science of
same-sex parenting structures remains young, and subject to
significant limitations about what can be known, given that the
influence of household structures and experiences on child outcomes is
not a topic for experimental research design.

62.As a result, social scientists are unable to document with any degree of

certainty that no developmental harm is done to children growing up
in households wherein parents are in (or have been in) same-sex
relationships. Additionally, the past three years have witnessed the
publication of three peer-reviewed studies that assess children’s
outcomes of having lived in a same-sex household or having witnessed
the same-sex romantic relationship of a parent using data from large,
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population-based samples: my NFSS-based study, a re-analysis of US
Census data, and an analysis of Canadian census data. All three raise
concerns, suggesting that any consensus about “no differences” is
premature at best, and may well be inaccurate.

63. With so many significant outstanding questions about whether
children develop as well in same-sex households as in opposite-sex
households, it remains prudent for government to continue to recognize
marriage as a union of a man and a woman, thereby promoting what is
known to be an ideal environment for raising children.

Date: December 20, 2013

By: /s/ Mark D. Regnerus, Ph. D.
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