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We provide new evidence on marital status and family outcomes of transgender and other gender minority
populations in the United States using more than fifteen thousand non-cisgender adults in the Census Bu-
reaw’s 2021-2023 Household Pulse, the only nationally representative survey in the United States with in-
formation on sex at birth and current gender. These data indicate that non-cisgender individuals—those
whose sex at birth does not align with their current gender—are significantly less likely to be married and
more likely to have a spouse who has passed away than their cisgender counterparts. Non-cisgender indi-
viduals are also significantly less likely than otherwise similar cisgender women to have children in the
household. Non-cisgender individuals live in households with significantly more adults than otherwise sim-
ilar cisgender adults.
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Gender minorities—individuals whose current ~ Gallup data from 2021 indicate that 2.1 percent
gender does not align with their sex assigned of Generation Z individuals, those born be-
at birth (SAAB), including transgender, nonbi- tween 1997 and 2012, identify as transgender
nary, and intersex individuals—are a sizable (Jones 2022).! Andrew Flores and his colleagues
and increasing share of the U.S. population. (2016) estimate the number of transgender
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1. Transgender and gender nonconforming individuals may include transsexuals, androgynous people, cross-
dressers, genderqueers, and other gender nonconforming people who identify as transgender. Some but not all
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adults in the United States at about 1.4 million;
and a recent population-based study estimated
that 1.2 million adults in the United States iden-
tify as nonbinary, with increasing shares of
LGBTQ+ youth—one in four LGBTQ+ Genera-
tion Z individuals—embracing a nonbinary
identity (Wilson and Meyer 2021).> Related to
this is increasing attention to transgender
rights and policies in the United States and in-
ternationally with respect to medical care,
bathroom access, sports participation, conver-
sion therapy, and a range of related issues that
could affect the ability of gender minorities to
thrive.

Relatively little is known about this increas-
ingly relevant population, mainly because of
the lack of high-quality representative surveys
and administrative datasets in the United
States that permit identification of gender-
diverse populations (for recent reviews of what
is known, see Badgett, Carpenter, and Sansone
2021; Badgett et al. 2024; Stacey, Reczek, and
Spiker 2022). Other work relies on nonrepresen-
tative samples such as the U.S. Transgender
Survey (Shannon 2021).°

Only one nationally representative survey in
the United States allows identification of non-
cisgender people: the Census Bureau’s House-
hold Pulse Survey (2024). These data were de-

signed to measure experiences with the
COVID-19 pandemic. In the summer of 2021,
the Household Pulse introduced a two-part
question that asked survey respondents about
their sex assigned at birth and their current
gender identity. We leverage this survey instru-
ment to identify our sample of non-cisgender
individuals, which likely includes transgender
men, transgender women, nonbinary individu-
als, and other gender minorities.

We use these data to present new evidence
on family inequality as measured by marital sta-
tus, family structure, household size, and the
presence of children. Understanding family out-
comes of transgender and gender-diverse peo-
ple in the United States is important for several
reasons. First, as noted, the size of the gender-
diverse population in the United States is sub-
stantial and fast growing. Second, romantic
unions and marriages are the primary sources
of social, emotional, and financial support for
most adults. It is well documented that gender-
diverse people face significant social stigma,
discrimination, harassment, and violence, and
that they have lower employment rates and
lower incomes than cisgender people. Partner-
ships and marriages provide insurance against
such economic and social shocks that differen-
tially affect non-cisgender people. Third, com-

of these individuals may desire to undergo medical or legal sex changes or both. Transgender individuals whose
gender identity does not match their sex assigned at birth and who desire to change from one sex to another
are sometimes referred to as MTF (individuals who transition from male to female) or FTM (individuals who
transition from female to male). Variance is wide in the use of these labels; for example, MTF can be used by
individuals who are assigned male at birth and identify as a woman but have not taken steps to change their
gender expression.

2. Sexual orientation and gender identity are distinct concepts; all individuals have one or more sexual orienta-
tions and one or more gender identities. Sexual minorities include individuals who are attracted to or have sex
with individuals of the same gender; these individuals are generally referred to as lesbians, gay men, and bi-
sexual individuals. Gender identity refers to one's sense of being male, female, both, or neither. Gender minorities
are individuals whose current gender does not match their sex assigned at birth. Gender minorities can have
any sexual orientation, and indeed most surveys, including the Household Pulse, show that most gender mi-
norities identify as heterosexual. Similarly, sexual minorities can have any gender identity, and the vast majority
of sexual minorities identify as cisgender. This article is primarily about gender identity and gender minority
status, though we control for sexual orientation and sexual minority status in our empirical models.

3. With respect to population-representative data on gender minorities, the United States is behind other de-
veloped countries. For example, Canada’s 2021 Census includes a two-part question to assess both sex at birth
and current gender, allowing identification of the country’s gender minority population. The United Kingdom’s
2021 Census also includes a direct question about whether the respondent’s current gender aligns with their
sex at birth, and the 2023 New Zealand Census will ask not only about sexual orientation and gender identity
but also about variations in sex characteristics to identify intersex individuals.
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ing out as transgender can be disruptive to ex-
isting romantic relationships, making it
important to understand whether gender mi-
norities are differentially likely to be separated
or divorced. Because gender minorities are
more likely to partner with sexual minorities, a
group that faces additional health risks (White,
Sepulveda, and Patterson 2020), it is important
to assess whether gender minorities are more
likely than cisgender people to experience the
loss of a spouse. Fourth, spouses, kin, and cho-
sen families are the primary sources of caregiv-
ing for most older adults. Thus, understanding
whether gender minorities have differential ac-
cess to these family networks has important im-
plications for understanding healthy aging.
Fifth, much of the social and policy debate over
transgender rights concerns health-care access,
including care that could be relevant for repro-
duction or family formation. Finally, economi-
cally vulnerable people may choose to coreside
with other adults because of financial con-
straints rather than preferences. Documenting
household structure and size is important to
understanding the social position of gender mi-
norities.

We report several key findings using the
Household Pulse data. First, we find that
among adults aged eighteen to sixty-four, non-
cisgender individuals are much less likely to be
married than their cisgender counterparts, a
difference on the order of 15 to 25 percentage
points. For example, 33 percent of non-
cisgender individuals age eighteen to sixty-four
who were assigned male at birth (AMAB) are
married, versus 56 percent of cisgender men.
For individuals assigned female at birth (AFAB),
25 percent of non-cisgender individuals are
married, versus 52 percent of cisgender women.
These raw differences are smaller but remain
statistically significant when we include de-
tailed controls: even after accounting for age,
sexual orientation, education, and race-
ethnicity, we estimate that non-cisgender indi-
viduals in the Household Pulse are 3 to 6 per-
centage points less likely to be married than
comparable cisgender individuals, and these
differences are statistically significant.

Turning to other marital outcomes, the
most robust result we document is that gender
minority individuals in the Household Pulse
are significantly more likely to have a spouse
that has passed away than otherwise similar
cisgender individuals. These relative differ-
ences are quite large in magnitude, generally
50 percent or more. We also find that gender
minorities are more likely than cisgender men,
but not cisgender women, to be divorced.
When we move beyond marital outcomes and
examine household composition, we find other
differences. Specifically, we find that although
non-cisgender people are less likely to be mar-
ried, they have significantly larger household
sizes on average than cisgender people. To-
gether with the marital status finding, we also
show that non-cisgender people are signifi-
cantly less likely to be in traditional married
households; that is, they are significantly less
likely than comparable cisgender individuals
to report being married and have exactly two
adults in the household. Finally, we find that
non-cisgender individuals are significantly less
likely to have any young children and any chil-
dren at all in the household than comparable
cisgender women.

Taken together, our results provide the most
timely evidence using population-based na-
tionally representative data on the nature and
extent of family inequality that gender minority
individuals experience. These results also high-
light the need for large population representa-
tive data in the United States that would allow
for identification of gender minorities and re-
lationships of individuals to others in the
household, for example using a household ros-
ter such as in the American Community Survey
(ACS) or the Current Population Survey (CPS).

DATA DESCRIPTION

Our data come from waves 3.2 to 3.7 of the Cen-
sus Bureau’s Household Pulse Survey (2024),
collected between July 2021 and February 2023.
The Household Pulse is an online survey of
Americans designed to capture the impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic.* It has been used to
answer diverse research questions related to

4. The Household Pulse contacts respondents by email and/or text message using information from the Census
Master Address File and other supplemental sources. The Household Pulse records responses if the respondent
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COVID-19, including food and housing insecu-
rity (Bitler, Hoynes, and Schanzenbach 2020),
education supply (Bansak and Starr 2021), and
mental health (Huato and Chavez 2021). It has
also been used to study the economic condi-
tions of transgender and other gender minori-
ties (Carpenter, Lee, and Nettuno 2022) thanks
to the questions on sex assigned at birth and
gender identity first included in wave 3.2.

The Household Pulse asks for respondents’
gender identity using a two-step approach.’ In
the first question, respondents are asked,
“What sex were you assigned at birth, on your
original birth certificate?” with female or male

as response options. In the second question,
respondents are asked, “Do you currently de-
scribe yourself as male, female, or transgen-
der?” with female, male, transgender, and
none-of-these as response options. To reduce
the miscoding of gender identity, those whose
answer to the first question does not exactly
match their answer to the second question are
asked a follow-up question: “Just to confirm,
you were assigned _____ at birth and now you
describe yourselfas . Isthat correct?” If the
respondent answers no, they are asked to con-
firm or correct their previous answers to the
SAAB and gender identity questions.®

answers the first set of questions on demographics. During waves 3.2 to 3.7, the response rate ranged between
3.9 and 7.9 percent. To adjust for the non-response bias, the Census Bureau weights each individual based on
the sampling area’s demographic characteristics from the American Community Survey. The weights do not
consider the bias from mid-survey attrition, missing demographics in the Census Master Address File, or re-
spondents’ skipping a specific question, but they account for the imbalances in response rates by gender, race,
or age. Regarding midsurvey attrition, most of the variables we use in this article come from the demographics
section, which is not subject to significant attrition.

5. We discuss a range of advantages and disadvantages of eliciting gender identity using one-step methods
versus step-step methods in online appendix A (https://www.rsfjournal.org/content/11/2/65/tab-supplemental).
In the one-step method, individuals are typically asked a question that includes transgender as a response option
alongside male and female (and sometimes other options). This conflates sex and gender and potentially fails
to capture non-cisgender individuals who do not identify as transgender. The two-step method also has limita-
tions. For example, in Household Pulse none-of-these as a response option to the question about current gender
likely fails to capture the full range of diversity within the gender diverse and transgender population (though
the same limitation is also true for the one-step method). Similar to how sexual orientation response options
have increased over time as recognition of other identities such as bisexual, pansexual, and asexual grows,
greater recognition of diverse gender identities may follow. Best practices for asking about gender identity are
therefore also likely to change as these cultural norms and social acceptance of LGBTQ+ identities change, and
these norms are themselves likely related to legal and social recognition of a variety of groups, including intersex
people. For a more detailed discussion, see online appendix A.

6. The sex at birth question is the sixth question in the Household Pulse survey, and the gender question is the
seventh question in the survey. Although one may worry about backlash, irritation, or protest responses in the
Household Pulse survey, we do not think this issue is likely to be significant. This is because the transgender
response options are not primary; no cisgender person is being asked “Are you transgender?”, for example, as
they would be in other datasets such as the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System. This means that as long
as cisgender people report their correct sex at birth and current gender, they are never directly asked about not
being cisgender. Yes, individuals see transgender or none of these as possible response options to the gender
question, and some people may also feel confused about why they are being asked about gender so soon after
they were just asked about sex at birth (people may not understand that sex and gender are different concepts,
for example). We do not have any way to know how this might affect their later responses to questions about
marital and family outcomes, nor to questions about demographics. We also note that the Household Pulse
approach to identifying non-cisgender individuals requires double-confirmation that sex at birth does not equal
current gender. Only non-cisgender individuals are asked to double confirm; cisgender individuals are not asked
to double confirm their cisgender status. There is no way for us to know how these survey design features may
have affected individuals’ responses to the outcomes under study. This is a limitation of the Household Pulse
data.
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We group individuals by their responses to
these questions and identify each group based
on their SAAB and gender identity. This con-
vention creates eight groups: AMAB now male
(that is, cisgender men), AMAB now female,
AMAB now transgender, AMAB now none-of-
these, AFAB now female (that is, cisgender
women), AFAB now male, AFAB now transgen-
der, and AFAB now none-of-these.

Of these groups, we suspect that those who
responded male to the SAAB question but fe-
male to the gender identity question, that is,
AMAB now female, as those who are perhaps
most advanced in their social and medical tran-
sition. Although the Household Pulse does not
ask the respondents about their transition
progress or when they started transitioning, in-
dividuals who chose AMAB now female explic-
itly stated that female fits their identity better
than transgender or none-of-these, which
could indicate that they may have taken social,
medical, or legal steps to affirm their gender
and thus feel more comfortable identifying as
female. Hence these individuals may also iden-
tify with the term transgender woman. Simi-
larly, we suspect that those who responded fe-
male to the SAAB question but male to the
gender identity question, that is, AFAB now
male, have taken social, medical, or legal steps
to affirm their gender and are more likely to
identify with the term transgender man.

It is possible that those who responded
male to the SAAB question and transgender to
the gender identity question, that is, AMAB
now transgender, have taken fewer social, med-
ical, or legal steps to affirm their gender. It is
also possible that these individuals’ gender
identity falls outside the traditional gender bi-
nary, or that they consciously chose transgen-
der rather than female to reject the notion that
all transgender people strive to pass as their
gender. These individuals may be less likely to
conform to the gender normative definition of
woman than AMAB now female individuals. We
suspect that the analog holds for AFAB now
transgender individuals who chose transgen-
der over male or none-of-these as their current
gender.

Those who responded none-of-these to the
gender identity question, that is, AMAB now
none-of-these or AFAB now none-of-these, have

explicitly rejected the labels of female, male, or
transgender and confirmed their choice in the
follow-up question. Thus we are confident
these individuals are not cisgender. Those who
answered none-of-these may include nonbi-
nary, genderqueer, agender individuals, and
those with nonbinary genders with cultural or
historical context, such as third-gender Native
Americans or third-gender individuals in
Hindu society. It is also possible that those who
want to transition but do not feel comfortable
using either binary genders or transgender to
describe themselves choose none-of-these (for
more detail on economic outcomes for gender
minority people, see Carpenter, Lee, and Net-
tuno 2022). In our analyses, we compare non-
cisgender individuals with cisgender individu-
als of the same sex assigned at birth. We define
non-cisgender to include those who responded
none-of-these along with transgender women
(AMAB now female), transgender men (AFAB
now male), and those who reported transgen-
der as their gender identity, but we also report
the sample means and regression estimates
separately for each group.

Regarding family characteristics, the House-
hold Pulse asks for respondents’ marital status,
the number of adults in the household, and the
numbers of children under age five and under
age eighteen in the household. The possible re-
sponses to the marital status question are now
married, widowed, divorced, separated, and
never married. For marital outcomes, we create
separate indicator outcomes for currently mar-
ried, ever married (that is, now married, di-
vorced, separated, or having a spouse who has
passed away), divorced, separated, and having
a spouse who has passed away. When we ana-
lyze the indicators for divorced, separated, and
having a spouse who has passed away, we ex-
clude never married individuals because they
are not at risk for those outcomes. For family
outcomes, we consider an indicator for being
in a traditional married household, defined as
being now married and having exactly two
adults in the household. We also consider an
outcome equal to the total number of adults in
the household, an indicator for any children
under age eighteen in the household, and an
indicator for any children under age five in the
household. The Household Pulse also includes
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anumber of demographic characteristics, such
as race, age, and education, which we report in
descriptive statistics and use in the regression
analysis as control variables.’

In the context of studying family outcomes
specifically, several notes and limitations of
the Household Pulse data merit mention. First,
the question about marital status does not ex-
plicitly refer to legal marital status. Thus we
cannot be sure that individuals responding to
that question are referencing legal marriage.
Many individuals in long-term committed ro-
mantic relationships who are not legally mar-
ried may consider themselves effectively mar-
ried, for example. Second, the Household Pulse
data do not ascertain the gender of other indi-
viduals in the household. That is, although we
know how many total adults are in the house-
hold and how many children under age eigh-
teen and under age five are in the household,
we observe only the gender of the Household
Pulse respondent. Information on the gender
of the other adults in the household would be
especially helpful for seeing whether, for ex-
ample, transgender men who report being
married and gay are living with another adult
who is a man. This is unlike other surveys such
as the ACS or CPS, which contain household
rosters with information on the demographic
characteristics of the other individuals in the
household as well as their relationship to the
householder. Third, the Household Pulse does
not include detailed instructions to the re-
spondent on whom to consider as part of the
household when reporting the total number of
adults and children. One issue is that if gender
minorities cohabit with other individuals be-
cause of limited resources (as opposed to pref-
erences for cohabitation, including romantic
relationships), gender minorities may be more

likely than cisgender people to have other un-
related individuals included as part of their
household even if they are not part of their
family unit. Fourth, and related, because the
Household Pulse does not include a household
roster, we cannot know in these data how the
children are related to the respondent (for ex-
ample, whether they are biological children,
adopted or foster children, or children of other
individuals in the household). Fifth, the
Household Pulse does not include information
on the nature or timing of gender transition, if
any, for non-cisgender individuals. Despite
these limitations—which are shared by many
large population surveys—the Household
Pulse data provide a unique opportunity to
learn new facts about the marital and family
outcomes of gender minorities in the United
States.

EMPIRICAL APPROACH

To estimate the association between gender
minority status and marital and family out-
comes, we estimate multiple specifications in
the Household Pulse, separately for individuals
assigned male at birth and individuals as-
signed female at birth. The first model takes
the following form:

Y, = B, + B,X; + B,(Not Cisgender), +¢, (1)

where Y, are the various family outcomes
for individual 7 and X; is a vector of individual
characteristics. We begin by pooling all non-
cisgender individuals into a Not Cisgender
dummy variable that equals one for individuals
who were assigned male at birth but who do
not currently identify as male and zero other-
wise. The excluded category is cisgender men.®
We do so analogously for individuals assigned

7. We drop a very small share of individuals with missing data on the demographic characteristics.

8. For dichotomous outcomes, we estimate linear probability models. Probit and logit models returned very

similar results and are reported in online appendix B. For the total number of adults in the household we estimate

OLS regressions. The demographic controls include survey week dummies, sexual orientation (indicators for

each of the following response options to the question about sexual orientation: gay or lesbian, bisexual,
something-else, and “I don’t know,” with the omitted category being heterosexual), age, age squared, race-
ethnicity (indicators for White Hispanic, Black non-Hispanic, Black Hispanic, Asian, mixed or other race, with
the omitted category being White non-Hispanic), educational attainment (indicators for less than high school,
some college, bachelor’s degree, and graduate degree, with the omitted category being high school degree), an

indicator for living in a large MSA, and state dummies.
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female at birth where the excluded category is
cisgender women.

In the second model, we separate the single
Not Cisgender indicator into three dummies for
the three response options that allow us to sep-
arately identify non-cisgender people.’ Again,
we estimate separate models for AMAB and
AFAB individuals. This model takes the follow-
ing form:

Y, =B, + B,X; + B,(AMAB now female),
+ B,(AMAB now transgender);
+ B,(AMAB now none-of-these), + &, (1),

where all variables are as described.” Through-
out, we use the Household Pulse person weights
and estimate White standard errors robust to
heteroskedasticity (White 1980)."

We clarify here that our intent with the em-
pirical approach is not to isolate the causal ef-
fect of non-cisgender status on marital and
family outcomes, an exercise we think is far be-
yond the scope of this article. Instead, we
choose to control for demographic characteris-
tics to follow prior work and to account for the
large structural differences across the cisgen-
der and non-cisgender samples, especially re-
lated to the non-cisgender sample being much
younger and less likely to be heterosexual than
the cisgender sample. Because age and sexual
orientation are strongly linked to life-course
patterns of marital and family outcomes, it is
important to account for these differences
across the cisgender and non-cisgender groups.
In the appendix, we present evidence on how
inclusion of these control variables changes the
conclusions of the article, and the main pattern
is that once we control for age and sexual ori-
entation the coefficients on non-cisgender sta-
tus are quite stable. We recognize that there
may be good arguments not to control for cer-

tain covariates, as these may be mechanisms
through which non-cisgender status is related
to marital and family outcomes.

RESULTS

We begin by presenting descriptive statistics
from the Household Pulse data separately by
gender identity in tables 1 and 2 for individuals
assigned female at birth and individuals as-
signed male at birth, respectively. The format
of table 1 is as follows (and updates our prior
work in Carpenter, Lee, and Nettuno 2022): col-
umn 1 reports weighted means for cisgender
women, column 2 reports weighted means for
individuals AFAB who are not cisgender, col-
umn 3 reports weighted means for individuals
AFAB who identify as male (that is, transgender
men), column 4 reports weighted means for in-
dividuals AFAB who identify as transgender,
and column 5 reports weighted means for indi-
viduals AFAB who describe their current gender
as none-of-these. Column 2 of table 1 includes
individuals in columns 3, 4, and 5 of the same
table. The format of table 2 is analogous to that
of table 1 except the columns are cisgender
men, individuals AMAB who are not cisgender,
individuals AMAB who identify as female (that
is, transgender women), individuals AMAB who
identify as transgender, and individuals AMAB
who describe their current gender as none-of-
these.

Most of the patterns of demographic char-
acteristics mirror those we reported earlier
(Carpenter, Lee, and Nettuno 2022), though we
have more than doubled our sample size of gen-
der minorities by adding more waves of House-
hold Pulse data. Among AFAB individuals, non-
cisgender individuals are significantly younger,
more likely to be sexual minorities, and less
likely to have a bachelor’s degree than cisgen-
der women. Regarding family outcomes, table

9.In all models, we include separate indicators for individuals who report that they don't know, refused to provide,
or were missing a response to the question about current gender. We do the same for similar responses to the
sexual orientation question. We exclude individuals for whom sex at birth was allocated to increase our confi-
dence that the individuals we identify as non-cisgender have explicitly twice affirmed that their sex at birth does
not match their current gender (for more detail, see Carpenter, Lee, and Nettuno 2022).

10. Online appendix B shows that a model where we combine AMAB now female and AMAB now transgender
into a single category (and analogously for AFAB individuals) returned similar results.

11. Online appendix B shows that unweighted models returned similar results.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics, Individuals Assigned Female at Birth

AFAB, AFAB, AFAB, Now
Cisgender Not AFAB, Now None of

Variable Women Cisgender  Now Male Transgender These

Age 42.06 32.60*** 27.92%** 27.92%** 35.22%**
(12.95) (12.45) (10.38) (9.24) (13.12)

Black 0.14 0.14 0.07*** 0.07*** 0.18***
(0.35) (0.35) (0.26) (0.26) (0.38)

Hispanic 0.19 0.22%** 0.23 0.22 0.22%**
(0.39) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42)

White 0.73 0.66*** 0.71 0.72 0.63***
(0.44) (0.47) (0.45) (0.45) (0.48)

Gay or lesbian 0.02 0.13*** 0.24%** 0.20%** 0.09***
(0.15) (0.34) (0.43) (0.40) (0.29)

Bisexual 0.07 0.25%** 0.36*** 0.36*** 0.19%**
(0.26) (0.43) (0.48) (0.48) (0.39)

Less than high school 0.07 0.12%** 0.17** 0.12** 0.12%**
(0.26) (0.33) (0.38) (0.33) (0.32)
High school diploma 0.26 0.26 0.20* 0.23* 0.28
(0.44) (0.44) (0.40) (0.42) (0.45)

Bachelor's or more 0.34 0.26*** 0.24%** 0.28*** 0.26***
(0.47) (0.44) (0.43) (0.45) (0.44)

Married 0.52 0.25%** 0.19%** 0.15%** 0.30%**
(0.50) (0.43) (0.39) (0.36) (0.46)
Divorced 0.18 0.20 0.24 0.18 0.20
(0.36) (0.40) (0.43) (0.38) (0.40)

Separated 0.04 0.08*** 0.06 0.14** 0.07***
(0.19) (0.28) (0.23) (0.34) (0.26)

Spouse deceased 0.03 0.09%** 0.07 0.15*% 0.08***
(0.16) (0.29) (0.26) (0.36) (0.26)

Married, two adults in household 0.30 0.13*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.15%**
(0.46) (0.33) (0.27) (0.28) (0.36)

Number of adults in household 2.64 3.08*** 3.50%** 3.29%** 2.94%**
(1.21) (1.63) (2.01) (1.75) (1.50)

Any children in household 0.47 0.35%** 0.24%** 0.26%*** 0.40%**
(0.50) (0.48) (0.43) (0.44) (0.49)

Any children under five in 0.18 0.12%** 0.09*** 0.09%** 0.13%**
household (0.38) (0.32) (0.28) (0.29) (0.34)
N 511,306 9,399 633 2,255 6,511

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Household Pulse waves 3.2-3.7, eighteen- to sixty-four-year-olds. For the divorced, separated,
and spouse deceased outcomes, the means are calculated conditional on ever being married.

*p<.d**p<.05 ***p<.01

1 shows that non-cisgender AFAB individuals
are significantly less likely to be married at all,
more likely to be separated, less likely to have
a traditional marriage and household structure
(that is, married and exactly two adults in the

household), more likely to have a spouse that
has passed away, less likely to have any children
under age eighteen in the household, and less
likely to have any children under age five in the
household than cisgender women. However, we
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see that non-cisgender AFAB individuals live
with significantly more adults than cisgender
women.

Among AMAB individuals in table 2, we see
similar demographic differences: non-
cisgender individuals are also significantly
younger, more likely to be sexual minorities,
and less likely to have a bachelor’s degree than
cisgender men. The family outcome compari-
sons also mirror those in table 1 for AFAB indi-
viduals; for AMAB individuals in table 2 we see
that non-cisgender individuals are significantly
less likely to be married, less likely to have a
traditional marriage and household structure,
more likely to be divorced, more likely to be
separated, more likely to have a spouse who has
passed away, and less likely to have any chil-
dren under age eighteen in the household than
cisgender men. Moreover, table 2 shows that
non-cisgender AMAB individuals live with sig-
nificantly more adults than cisgender men.

Results on Marital Outcomes

Table 3 presents the regression results from the
AFAB individuals in the Household Pulse data
for equation (1) for the marital outcomes:
whether the individual is currently married,
ever married, divorced, separated, or has a
spouse who has passed away. This table essen-
tially asks whether individuals AFAB who are
not cisgender are differentially likely to be mar-

ried than cisgender individuals with the same
sex assigned at birth even after accounting for
significantly different observable characteris-
tics (for example, lower levels of education and
higher likelihoods of having a minority sexual
orientation). The top panel reports results from
the model in which we simply control for the
single indicator for being AFAB and not cisgen-
der. The bottom panel reports results from the
model in which we separate each of those sin-
gle indicator variables into their three compo-
nent parts (that is, for individuals AFAB and not
cisgender, we separately control for a dummy
for being AFAB and male, a dummy for being
AFAB and transgender, and a dummy for being
AFAB and describing one’s gender as none-of-
these). Table 4 follows the identical structure
and presents results from the AMAB individu-
als in the Household Pulse.

The results in column 1 of table 3 return
strong evidence that non-cisgender AFAB indi-
viduals are significantly less likely to be cur-
rently married. This is true in the comparison
of non-cisgender AFAB individuals with cisgen-
der women (top panel) and separately for those
AFAB now transgender (second row of bottom
panel) and AFAB now none-of-these (third row
of bottom panel).” The magnitude of the dif-
ferences between each group of non-cisgender
individuals relative to cisgender women indi-
cates marriage penalties of 6 to 8 percentage

12. Another possibility we have carefully considered is that people who chose none-of-these to describe their
current gender are miscoded cisgender people who may be confused why they are being asked about both sex
assigned at birth and current gender or who may find the response options objectionable for some reason.
Regardless of whether these individuals are miscoded intentionally or unintentionally, it is less likely that mis-
coded cisgender people would face marriage market discrimination or different family structures in the same
way as, for example, nonbinary individuals who chose none-of-these because their preferred gender description
was not listed. We experimented with different ways to assess the degree of potential bias from miscoded
cisgender people in our none-of-these group. For example, if cisgender people are confused about the response
options, it is possible that they also answered the sexual orientation question with “l don’t know" as opposed to
straight, gay or lesbian, bisexual, or something else. We estimated models in which we separately controlled for
none-of-these people who responded to the sexual orientation question with straight, gay or lesbian, bisexual,
or something-else versus none-of-these people who chose “I don't know” to the sexual orientation question.
Those models showed that the none-of-these differences we document are mainly driven by those who re-
sponded to the sexual orientation question with straight, gay or lesbian, bisexual, or something-else as opposed
to those who chose “I don't know” for the sexual orientation question (and who therefore may be more likely to
be confused or otherwise miscoded cisgender people). This—along with the double confirmation nature regard-
ing the correspondence between sex assigned at birth and current gender—increases our confidence that our
patterns for individuals who describe their gender as none-of-these reflect true differences for gender minority
individuals.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics, Individuals Assigned Male at Birth

AMAB, AMAB, AMAB, AMAB, Now
Cisgender Not Now Now None of
Variable Men Cisgender Female  Transgender These
Age 41.84 35.82*** 32.64*** 33.07*** 37.58***
(13.18) (13.15) (11.50) (12.47) (13.38)
Black 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.12
(0.32) (0.32) (0.37) (0.33) (0.32)
Hispanic 0.19 0.25%** 0.22 0.28*** 0.25%**
(0.40) (0.44) (0.42) (0.45) (0.43)
White 0.75 0.67*** 0.71 0.71 0.64***
(0.44) (0.47) (0.45) (0.45) (0.48)
Gay or lesbian 0.05 0.15%** 0.29%** 0.23*** 0.08***
(0.21) (0.35) (0.46) (0.42) (0.28)
Bisexual 0.03 0.17%** 0.32%** 0.30%** 0.09***
(0.17) (0.38) (0.47) (0.46) (0.29)
Less than high school 0.08 0.17%** 0.18** 0.18%** 0.17%**
(0.26) (0.38) (0.39) (0.38) (0.37)
High school diploma 0.33 0.30 0.22%** 0.31 0.31
(0.47) (0.46) (0.42) (0.46) (0.46)
Bachelor's or more 0.30 0.21%** 0.17%** 0.18%** 0.23%**
(0.46) (0.41) (0.38) (0.38) (0.42)
Married 0.56 0.33*** 0.26*** 0.18*** 0.41%**
(0.50) (0.47) (0.44) (0.38) (0.49)
Divorced 0.13 0.17%** 0.20* 0.21%** 0.16*
(0.36) (0.38) (0.40) (0.41) (0.37)
Separated 0.03 0.06*** 0.08 0.14%** 0.04*
(0.19) (0.25) (0.28) (0.35) (0.20)
Spouse deceased 0.03 0.09*** 0.11%* 0.10%** 0.08***
(0.16) (0.28) (0.32) (0.30) (0.27)
Married, two adults in household 0.33 0.14%** 0.11%** 0.08*** 0.18%**
(0.47) (0.35) (0.32) (0.28) (0.38)
Number of adults in household 2.69 3.45%** 3.12%* 3.56%** 3.44%**
(1.28) (1.98) (1.58) (2.17) (1.94)
Any children in household 0.41 0.38** 0.34* 0.32%** 0.42
(0.49) (0.49) (0.47) (0.47) (0.49)
Any children under five in 0.14 0.17** 0.13 0.12 0.19%**
household (0.35) (0.37) (0.34) (0.33) (0.40)
N 336,750 5,657 633 1,440 3,584

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Household Pulse waves 3.2-3.7, eighteen- to sixty-four-year-olds. For the divorced, separated,
and spouse deceased outcomes, the means are calculated conditional on ever being married.

*p<.1,**p<.05 ***p<.01

points. This is notably smaller than the raw dif-
ference in marriage likelihood from table 1.
The results in columns 2, 3, 4, and 5 provide
some evidence that the marriage penalty is due
to both the lower likelihood of being ever mar-

ried and the higher likelihood of marriage dis-
solution among non-cisgender individuals.
Specifically, non-cisgender AFAB individuals
are 4 percentage points less likely to have ever
been married. Among those who have ever

RSF: THE RUSSELL SAGE FOUNDATION JOURNAL OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES



GENDER MINORITY STATUS AND FAMILY INEQUALITY IN THE UNITED STATES

75

Table 3. Marital Outcomes and Gender Minority Status, Individuals Assigned Female at Birth

Currently Ever Spouse
Married Married Divorced Separated Deceased
Model 1 (excluded category is
AFAB cisgender individuals)
AFAB not cisgender -0.06*** -0.04*** 0.01 0.02** 0.05%**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
N 514,656 514,656 390,805 390,805 390,805
Model 2 (excluded category is
AFAB cisgender individuals)
AFAB now male -0.04 -0.01 0.09* -0.01 0.05
(.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.02) (0.03)
AFAB now transgender -0.08*** -0.04** 0.01 0.07* 0.13**
(0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.06)
AFAB now none of these -0.06*** -0.04*** 0.01 0.01 0.04%***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
N 514,656 514,656 390,805 390,805 390,805

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Household Pulse waves 3.2-3.7, eighteen- to sixty-four-year-olds. Linear probability models.

Models control for survey week dummies, age and its square, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation, educa-

tion, urban status, and state dummies as described in the text. Models in columns 3-5 restrict atten-

tion to individuals who were ever married. Results use Household Pulse person weights, and standard

errors are robust to heteroscedasticity.
*p<.d**p<.05 ***p<.01

been married, non-cisgender AFAB individuals
are 5 percentage points more likely to have a
spouse who has passed away. This pattern
holds for all three subgroups of non-cisgender
AFAB individuals, although the estimates be-
come insignificant for those AFAB and male.
We also estimate that non-cisgender AFAB in-
dividuals are 2 percentage points more likely
than similarly situated cisgender women to be
separated. When the three groups of non-
cisgender individuals are each compared with
cisgender women, we find that AFAB now male
individuals are significantly more likely to di-
vorce than separate, and that AFAB now trans-
gender are significantly more likely to separate
than divorce, revealing important heterogene-
ities among these groups in how marriages dis-
solve.

The results presented in column 1 of table
4 similarly return strong evidence that non-
cisgender AMAB individuals are less likely to
be currently married than otherwise similar
cisgender men. Non-cisgender individuals are
also more likely to have ever been married than

otherwise similar cisgender men. These differ-
ences indicate that non-cisgender individuals
more often experience marriage dissolution,
which is consistent with the results in columns
3 through 5 that non-cisgender AMAB individ-
uals are significantly more likely to be di-
vorced, separated, and have a spouse who has
passed away than otherwise similar cisgender
men.

The results in the bottom panel indicate
that all three groups of non-cisgender individ-
uals experience marriage dissolution more of-
ten than otherwise similar cisgender men. The
bottom panel of table 4 also shows that AMAB
now female and AMAB now none-of-these in-
dividuals are significantly more likely to have
ever been married but are as likely to be cur-
rently married as otherwise similar cisgender
men, whereas AMAB now transgender individ-
uals are much less likely to be currently mar-
ried than otherwise comparable cisgender
men. Looking at the types of marriage dissolu-
tion in columns 3 through 5, we see that AMAB
now transgender individuals are significantly
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Table 4. Marital Outcomes and Gender Minority Status, Individuals Assigned Male at Birth

Currently Ever Spouse
Married Married Divorced Separated Deceased
Model 1 (excluded category is
AMAB cisgender individuals)
AMAB not cisgender -0.03* 0.03** 0.04%** 0.02* 0.06***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
N 339,004 339,004 250,881 250,881 250,881
Model 2 (excluded category is
AMARB cisgender individuals)
AMAB now female 0.00 0.09** 0.05 0.03 0.09**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
AMAB now transgender -0.08*** -0.03 0.06* 0.09** 0.07***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)
AMAB now none of these -0.00 0.05*** 0.03* -0.00 0.05***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)
N 339,004 339,004 250,881 250,881 250,881

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Household Pulse waves 3.2-3.7, eighteen- to sixty-four-year-olds. Linear probability models.
Models control for survey week dummies, age and its square, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation, educa-
tion, urban status, and state dummies as described in the text. Models in columns 3-5 restrict atten-
tion to individuals who were ever married. Results use Household Pulse person weights, and standard

errors are robust to heteroscedasticity.
*p<.d**p<.05 ***p<.01

more likely than comparable cisgender men to
be separated, and this differential is larger than
the associated differential for being divorced.
All three groups of non-cisgender individuals
are significantly more likely to have a spouse
who has passed away than cisgender men.
Looking at tables 3 and 4 together, we note
several interesting patterns. First, regardless of
individuals’ sex assigned at birth, we find
strong evidence that non-cisgender individuals
are more likely to experience marital dissolu-
tion and that a substantial share of the dissolu-
tion is due to having a spouse who has passed
away. Second, we find some evidence that indi-
viduals whose gender identity is transgender
face greater marriage penalties than non-
cisgender individuals whose gender identity is
male or female. Third, we find some evidence
that non-cisgender individuals whose gender
identity is male or female are more likely to be
divorced than separated, whereas non-
cisgender individuals whose gender identity is
transgender are more likely to be separated

than divorced. Although Household Pulse does
not ask its respondents about the timing of so-
cial, legal, or medical transitions to affirm one’s
gender, it is possible that these differences re-
flect the idea that those who chose transgender
have more recently begun transitioning; hence
they are separated from their partner but have
not yet had time to divorce. These results are
also largely consistent with the hypothesis pro-
posed earlier that individuals who answered
transgender have not taken as many steps to
socially, legally, or medically transition or have
more recently started the process of affirming
their gender than those who answered male or
female.

The findings of tables 3 and 4 allude to the
importance of both gender transition and gen-
der identity in determining marital outcomes.
Specifically, transgender women’s gender iden-
tity would shift their marital outcomes away
from those of cisgender men and closer to
those of cisgender women, but the efforts to
affirm their gender would lead to greater search
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frictions in the marriage market and lower
marriage rates. The lack of information about
the medical and social transition of the respon-
dents prevents us from ascertaining the extent
to which gender affects marital outcomes.
However, we are able to further explore the im-
portance of gender by comparing non-
cisgender individuals with cisgender people
with identical gender rather than with cisgen-
der people with identical sex assigned at birth.
Table 5 presents results comparing non-
cisgender AFAB individuals with cisgender men
(rather than cisgender women), and table 6
presents results comparing non-cisgender
AMAB individuals with cisgender women
(rather than cisgender men).

The results in table 5 indicate that non-
cisgender AFAB individuals are less likely to
be currently married but more likely to have
ever been married than cisgender men. These
patterns largely hold when we divide non-
cisgender AFAB individuals into the three com-

77

ponent parts and separately compare each
group with cisgender men. Those who chose
none-of-these when answering the gender
question were least likely to be currently mar-
ried, those who answered male were as likely as
cisgender men to be currently married, and
those who answered transgender were in the
middle. Regarding the marital dissolution out-
comes, non-cisgender AFAB individuals are sig-
nificantly more likely to be divorced, separated,
and have a spouse who had passed away than
otherwise similar cisgender men, and the pat-
terns observed in table 3 between AFAB now
male individuals and AFAB now transgender
individuals are again observed in table 5 with
the alternative comparison group.

We now turn to the comparison of non-
cisgender AMAB individuals and cisgender
women in table 6. Surprisingly, the results in-
dicate that non-cisgender AMAB individuals
are as likely as cisgender women to be currently
married and to have been married. These pat-

Table 5. Marital Outcomes and Gender Minority Status, Alternative Comparison Group, Individuals

Assigned Female at Birth

Currently Ever Spouse
Married Married Divorced Separated Deceased
Model 1 (excluded category is
AMAB cisgender individuals)
AFAB not cisgender -0.06*** 0.02* 0.07*** 0.04%** 0.07***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
N 342,686 342,686 252,424 252,424 252,424
Model 2 (excluded category is
AMAB cisgender individuals)
AFAB now male 0.01 0.08** 0.13** 0.01 0.06*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.02) (0.03)
AFAB now transgender -0.03** 0.05*** 0.05* 0.09** 0.13**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.06)
AFAB now none of these -0.07*** -0.01 0.07*** 0.03*** 0.05***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
N 342,686 342,686 252,424 252,424 252,424

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Household Pulse waves 3.2-3.7, eighteen- to sixty-four-year-olds. Linear probability models.

Models control for survey week dummies, age and its square, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation, educa-
tion, urban status, and state dummies as described in the text. Models in columns 3 through 5 restrict
attention to individuals who were ever married. Results use Household Pulse person weights, and stan-

dard errors are robust to heteroscedasticity.
*p <. *p<.05 ***p<.01
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Table 6. Marital Outcomes and Gender Minority Status, Alternative Comparison Group, Individuals

Assigned Male at Birth

Currently Ever Spouse
Married Married Divorced Separated  Deceased
Model 1 (excluded category is
AFAB cisgender individuals)
AMAB not cisgender -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 0.04%**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
N 510,974 510,974 389,262 389,262 389,262
Model 2 (excluded category is
AFAB cisgender individuals)
AMAB now female -0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.08*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
AMAB now transgender -0.11%** -0.10%** -0.00 0.06* 0.06**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)
AMAB now none of these 0.03* 0.02 -0.03* -0.03*** 0.03**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)
N 510,974 510,974 389,262 389,262 389,262

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Household Pulse waves 3.2-3.7, eighteen- to sixty-four-year-olds. Linear probability models.
Models control for survey week dummies, age and its square, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation, educa-
tion, urban status, and state dummies as described in the text. Models in columns 3-5 restrict atten-
tion to individuals who were ever married. Results use Household Pulse person weights, and standard

errors are robust to heteroscedasticity.
*p<.d**p<.05 ***p<.01

terns hold for AMAB now female individuals
and AMAB now none-of-these individuals to an
extent, but AMAB now transgender individuals
are currently married and ever married at a sig-
nificantly lower rate than similarly situated cis-
gender women. AMAB now none-of-these indi-
viduals are also less likely to be divorced or
separated than cisgender women, perhaps
hinting at a difference in the likelihood of get-
ting remarried once divorced or separated. The
results regarding the elevated likelihood of hav-
ing a spouse who has passed away are again
observed for non-cisgender AMAB individuals
relative to cisgender women and for all three
groups separately relative to cisgender women
in table 6, similar to the comparison with cis-
gender men in table 4.

Results on Family Outcomes

Table 7 presents the results of comparing fam-
ily outcomes of non-cisgender and cisgender
AFAB individuals using the same sample and
model specification as table 3. The analog

holds for table 8 relative to table 4. The family
outcomes are the traditional married house-
hold indicator (that is, now married and exactly
two adults in the household), the total number
of adults in the household, an indicator for any
children under age eighteen in the household,
and an indicator for any children under age five
in the household.

Among AFAB individuals, non-cisgender in-
dividuals are significantly less likely to live in a
traditional household as a married person with
exactly two adults than otherwise similar cis-
gender women. Non-cisgender AFAB individu-
als on average live in households with signifi-
cantly more adults than comparable cisgender
women but are also significantly less likely to
have children in the household. These results
hold when the three groups of non-cisgender
AFAB individuals are separately compared with
cisgender women, though the size of the gap
varies. Specifically, the family outcomes of
AFAB now none-of-these individuals tend to be
more similar to those of otherwise comparable
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Table 7. Family Outcomes and Gender Minority Status, Individuals Assigned Female at Birth

Married, Any Children Any Children
Two Adults Total Adults  Under Eighteen  Under Five in
in Household in Household in Household Household
Model 1 (excluded category is
AFAB cisgender individuals)
AFAB not cisgender -0.07*** 0.29%** -0.07*** -0.06***
(0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01)
N 514,656 516,180 516,180 516,180
Model 2 (excluded category is
AFAB cisgender individuals)
AFAB now male -0.09*** 0.68*** -0.13*** -0.10%**
(0.01) (0.21) (0.03) (0.02)
AFAB now transgender -0.09*** 0.48%** -0.11%** -0.09***
(0.01) (0.11) (0.02) (0.01)
AFAB now none of these -0.06*** 0.17%** -0.04*** -0.05%**
(0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01)
N 514,656 516,180 516,180 516,180

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Household Pulse waves 3.2-3.7, eighteen- to sixty-four-year-olds. Linear probability models in
columns 1, 3, and 4; OLS regression in column 2. Models control for survey week dummies, age and its
square, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation, education, urban status, and state dummies as described in

the text. Results use Household Pulse person weights, and standard errors are robust to

heteroscedasticity.
*p<.d**p<.05 ***p<.01

cisgender women, whereas family outcomes of
AFAB now male and AFAB now transgender in-
dividuals tend to be more dissimilar.
Non-cisgender AMAB individuals in table 8
are also significantly less likely to live in a tra-
ditional married household with exactly two
adults and instead on average live in house-
holds with significantly more adults than cis-
gender men. Non-cisgender AMAB individuals
are also significantly more likely to live with
children under eighteen and children under
five than cisgender men. These differences are
consistently observed in the bottom panel,
which separately compares the three sub-
groups of non-cisgender AMAB individuals
with cisgender men, although the outcomes re-
garding the probability of living with children
are statistically insignificant for AMAB now fe-
male and AMAB now transgender individuals.
To explore these dynamics more carefully,
we replicate tables 7 and 8 with alternative com-

parison groups as we did in tables 5 and 6 for
marital outcomes. Table 9 compares the family
outcomes of non-cisgender AFAB individuals
with cisgender men (rather than cisgender
women), and table 10 compares the family out-
comes of non-cisgender AMAB individuals with
cisgender women (rather than cisgender men).

Looking first at table 9, we find that non-
cisgender AFAB individuals are significantly
less likely to live in a traditional married house-
hold with exactly two adults and to live with
significantly more adults on average than oth-
erwise similar cisgender men, as observed in
the analogous results in table 7. Non-cisgender
AFAB individuals are also significantly more
likely to have any children under eighteen at
home and are as likely to have any children un-
der five at home than cisgender men, but less
likely to have children at home than cisgender
women. The results regarding the probability
of children under eighteen at home are driven
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Table 8. Family Outcomes and Gender Minority Status, Individuals Assigned Male at Birth

Currently
Married, Two Any Children Any Children
Adults in Total Adults  under Eighteen  Under Five in
Household in Household in Household Household
Model 1 (excluded category is
AMARB cisgender individuals)
AMAB not cisgender -0.05*** 0.51%** 0.03** 0.05***
(0.01) (0.08) (0.02) (0.01)
N 339,004 339,813 339,813 339,813
Model 2 (excluded category is
AMAB cisgender individuals)
AMAB now female -0.04* 0.26* 0.05 0.03
(0.02) (0.16) (0.03) (0.03)
AMAB now transgender -0.06*** 0.63*** 0.02 0.02
(0.01) (0.22) (0.03) (0.02)
AMAB now none of these -0.04%*** 0.50%** 0.04** 0.06***
(0.01) (0.08) (0.02) (0.02)
N 339,004 339,813 339,813 339,813

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Household Pulse waves 3.2-3.7, eighteen- to sixty-four-year-olds. Linear probability models in
columns 1, 3, and 4; OLS regression in column 2. Models control for survey week dummies, age and its
square, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation, education, urban status, and state dummies as described in
the text. Results use Household Pulse person weights, and standard errors are robust to

heteroscedasticity.
*p<.d,*p<.05 ***p<.01

by individuals who chose none-of-these when
asked about their gender, indicating that the
gap is largest for individuals who may be least
likely among the three groups to share gender
identity with cisgender men.

Similarly, non-cisgender AMAB individuals
in table 10 are significantly less likely to live in
a traditional married household with exactly
two adults and are on average living in house-
holds with significantly more adults, but sig-
nificantly less likely to live with children under
eighteen at home than cisgender women.
These differences are consistently observed in
all three groups of non-cisgender AMAB indi-
viduals.

Comparing the results in tables 7 and 8 with
those in tables 9 and 10, we note several novel
patterns. First, these results indicate that trans-
gender, nonbinary, or gender nonconforming
Americans are on average more likely to live
with children than cisgender men but less

likely to live with children than cisgender
women. These results again allude to the im-
portance of gender in determining family out-
comes, similar to our observation regarding
marital outcomes. Further, the difference in sex
assigned at birth and the biological differences
in the likelihood of bearing a child may play a
role in determining the number of children at
home—though again we have no information
on whether and how the children are related to
the respondent. Specifically, we observe that
AFAB people who are male or transgender (that
is, transgender men) are as likely as cisgender
men to have children at home, but that AMAB
people who are female or transgender (that is,
transgender women) are much less likely to
have children at home than cisgender women.
Last, we consistently find that non-cisgender
individuals live in households with more
adults, perhaps indicating that the lower mar-
riage rates affect household structure.

RSF: THE RUSSELL SAGE FOUNDATION JOURNAL OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES



GENDER MINORITY STATUS AND FAMILY INEQUALITY IN THE UNITED STATES 81

Table 9. Family Outcomes and Gender Minority Status, Alternative Comparison Group, Individuals

Assigned Female at Birth

Currently

Married, Two

Any Children  Any Children

Adults in Total Adults Under Eighteen Under Five in
Household in Household  in Household Household
Model 1 (excluded category is
AMAB cisgender individuals)
AFAB not cisgender -0.06*** 0.18%** 0.03*** -0.00
(0.01) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01)
N 342,686 343,515 343,515 343,515
Model 2 (excluded category is
AMARB cisgender individuals)
AFAB now male -0.04%*** 0.55%** -0.00 -0.01
(0.01) (0.21) (0.03) (0.02)
AFAB now transgender -0.05%** 0.34%** 0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.13) (0.02) (0.01)
AFAB now none of these -0.06*** 0.07* 0.05*** 0.00
(0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01)
N 342,686 343,515 343,515 343,515

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Household Pulse waves 3.2-3.7, eighteen- to sixty-four-year-olds. Linear probability models in
columns 1, 3, and 4; OLS regression in column 2. Models control for survey week dummies, age and its
square, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation, education, urban status, and state dummies as described in
the text. Results use Household Pulse person weights, and standard errors are robust to

heteroscedasticity.
*p<.d**p<.05 ***p<.01

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We use data from the only large, nationally rep-
resentative publicly available survey in the
United States that includes information on gen-
der minority individuals (Household Pulse) to
provide new evidence on marital status, family
structure, and family inequality related to gen-
der minority status. These data identify more
than fifteen thousand non-cisgender individu-
als. Our regression models that account for ob-
servable demographic characteristics return
evidence that—relative to otherwise compara-
ble cisgender individuals—non-cisgender indi-
viduals are significantly less likely to be cur-
rently married, significantly more likely to have

a spouse who has passed away, and live in
households with significantly more adults.
Non-cisgender individuals are also less likely
to have children in the household than demo-
graphically similar cisgender women but more
likely to have children in the household than
comparable cisgender men.”

Our results have implications for under-
standing the well-being of gender minority in-
dividuals in the United States. Given that
spouses are the primary sources of social, emo-
tional, and financial support in the United
States, our results that non-cisgender individu-
als are less likely to be married provide new
evidence of family inequality that may interact

13. Online appendix B includes results from heterogeneity analyses where we examined whether the non-
cisgender association with marital and family outcomes systematically varied with race-ethnicity, income, edu-
cation, urbanicity, region, and age. Most of these investigations did not return meaningful evidence of hetero-
geneity, with a few exceptions.
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Table 10. Family Outcomes and Gender Minority Status, Alternative Comparison Group, Individuals
Assigned Male at Birth

Currently
Married, Two Any Children Any Children
Adults in Total Adults in  Under Eighteen  Under Five in
Household Household in Household Household
Model 1 (excluded category is
AFAB cisgender individuals)
AMAB not cisgender -0.05%** 0.62%** -0.06*** -0.00
(0.01) (0.08) (0.01) (0.01)
N 510,974 512,478 512,478 512,478
Model 2 (excluded category is
AFAB cisgender individuals)
AMAB now female -0.07*** 0.33** -0.09*** -0.04
(0.02) (0.15) (0.03) (0.03)
AMAB now transgender -0.09*** 0.74%** -0.09*** -0.05**
(0.01) (0.21) (0.03) (0.02)
AMAB now none of these -0.03** 0.60*** -0.03* 0.03
(0.01) (0.08) (0.02) (0.02)
N 510,974 512,478 512,478 512,478

Source: Authors' calculations.

Note: Household Pulse waves 3.2-3.7, eighteen- to sixty-four-year-olds. Linear probability models in
columns 1, 3, and 4; OLS regression in column 2. Models control for survey week dummies, age and its
square, race-ethnicity, sexual orientation, education, urban status, and state dummies as described in

the text. Results use Household Pulse person weights, and standard errors are robust to

heteroscedasticity.
*p<.d,**p<.05 ***p<.01

with other economic and health vulnerabilities
facing this community. Increased likelihood of
having a spouse who has passed away also sug-
gests that non-cisgender individuals may be
disproportionately dealing with trauma from
loss of a spouse, which is commonly under-
stood to be one of the most severe adverse life
events for an individual’s mental and physical
health.

The association with having a spouse that
has passed away is notable for many reasons.
For example, it is very large as a share of its
population mean. It is also observed in every
subcategory of non-cisgender people. It is also
not sensitive to which cisgender comparison
group is used. What could explain this effect?
There are several possibilities. One is negative
health selection. It could be that transgender
and other gender minority people choose

spouses who are disproportionately likely to
have a chronic condition such as HIV, thus ex-
posing them to an increased risk of having a
spouse who has passed away. They may have
entered into such a relationship precisely for
caregiving purposes or to provide access to im-
proved health insurance coverage through mar-
riage, for example. Relatedly, it could be that
transgender and other gender minority people
have a spouse who has passed away at higher
rates because they are more likely to be married
to other non-cisgender people, and transgen-
der people are well documented as having a
higher risk of mortality from suicide, homi-
cide, and other external causes (de Blok et al.
2021). Another possibility is that having a
spouse who has passed away enables people to
live their lives openly and come out as non-
cisgender later in life after the death of a
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spouse. Further work is needed to understand
the relative timing of these important life-
course transitions.

Our analyses are subject to several limita-
tions, many related to the data. First, our data
are all based on self-reports. As noted in prior
work, there may be systematic selection associ-
ated with disclosing to a government survey
about not being cisgender (Carpenter, Eppink,
and Gonzales 2020). Second, our sample of
adults who are not cisgender only includes
non-institutionalized adults. Missing from our
analysis were homeless adults; adults residing
in institutionalized medical facilities, incarcer-
ation facilities, and homeless shelters; and
those without email addresses or devices with
cellular network support. Data from nonrepre-
sentative samples of transgender individuals
suggest that some of these exclusions may dis-
proportionately affect transgender individuals
because, for example, transgender individuals
report high rates of homelessness and incar-
ceration relative to the general population
(Grant, Motter, and Tanis 2011; Burwick et al.
2014; James et al. 2016). Third, the context of the
Household Pulse data is important: the survey
was explicitly designed to measure responses
to the COVID-19 pandemic. It is plausible that
non-cisgender individuals were disproportion-
ately affected by COVID-19 with respect to
health, employment, and other outcomes, and
this may affect the sample of non-cisgender
people identified in the Household Pulse as
well as their marital and family outcomes.
Fourth, as noted, response rates to the House-
hold Pulse survey overall were low, consistently
below 10 percent, which may raise questions
about representativeness.'

Fifth, we cannot know whether the house-
hold size differences are related to preferences

or constraints of non-cisgender individuals.
Prior work has documented lower socioeco-
nomic status and income for gender minorities
(Carpenter, Lee, and Nettuno 2022; Carpenter,
Eppink, and Gonzales 2020). Non-cisgender in-
dividuals may need to live with other individu-
als due to family rejection or high housing
costs or both. Alternatively, it could be that
non-cisgender people have strong chosen fam-
ily networks, including individuals with whom
they share housing. That is, the larger house-
hold size could be protective for overall well-
being if it reflects increased social or financial
support. Without information on how individ-
uals determine who counts as a household
member and how individuals are or are not re-
lated to each other (through a household ros-
ter, for example), we are limited in how to in-
terpret these household size differences.”

Sixth, and relatedly, we cannot directly mea-
sure family rejection of non-cisgender people
or access to broader parental and family sup-
ports (such as from the presence of older chil-
dren). This is also related to the Household
Pulse dataset lacking questions about relation-
ships with families and lacking a detailed
household roster to understand how other peo-
ple are related to the survey respondent. Family
supports clearly matter for emotional, social,
and financial reasons, and the inability to di-
rectly measure these in the Household Pulse is
a significant limitation.

Despite these limitations, this article pro-
vides a benchmark for future studies that may
make use of more detailed data to understand
family structures and family inequality related
to gender minority status. For example, if the
American Community Survey were to include
a two-step process to separately ask for sex as-
signed at birth and current gender, researchers

14.In online appendix B, we demonstrate that models without the survey weights (which were designed to make
the data nationally representative) returned similar patterns, suggesting that these representativeness concerns

are unlikely to meaningfully change the results.

15. We did estimate models stratified by education and income, however, and we did not find stark differences
in the relative patterns related to gender minority status for less educated versus more educated individuals or
for households with lower versus higher income. This is broadly inconsistent with the differences being entirely
due to constraints, since in that case we might have expected the differences only to appear in the less educated
and lower income samples. For the results of this exercise, see online appendix B.
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would be able to identify the share of house-
holds headed by a non-cisgender person, the
share of households with any non-cisgender
person, and—more important—how all other
individuals (including children) in households
headed by a non-cisgender person are related
to that householder.”® Adding gender identity
questions to surveys such as the National Sur-
vey of Family Growth would provide detailed
fertility and partnership histories for non-
cisgender individuals. And adding gender iden-
tity questions to long-running panel datasets
such as the Survey of Income and Program Par-
ticipation, the Panel Study of Income Dynam-
ics, the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth,
or the Health and Retirement Study would al-
low researchers to more directly time key life-
course transitions with respect to gender iden-
tity, romantic unions and dissolutions,
cohabitation, and family formation. Until then,
these findings using Household Pulse provide
a useful first national snapshot of gender mi-
nority status and family inequality in the
United States as we emerge from the COVID-19
pandemic.
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