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Until recently, LGBTQ-parent families have
been largely invisible in surveys of family life.
Yet new understandings of LGBTQ-parent fami-
lies have emerged in the last decades, and the
analysis of several national- or population-based
data sources has added new perspectives to the
knowledge base on LGBTQ-parent families. It
was not until the 1990s that scholars, along with
the general public, began to recognize LGBTQ-
parent families as a legitimate family form that
was not going to go away. The growing research
literature on LGBTQ-parent families during the
1990s (see Goldberg, 2010) prompted the design-
ers of large-scale family surveys to begin to con-
sider nonheterosexual family forms. Thus, new
possibilities emerged with, for example, the US
Census (Simmons & O’Connell, 2003) and the
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to
Adult Health (Add Health; e.g., Wainright,
Russell, & Patterson, 2004), which began to
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include the possibility for respondents to identify
same-sex partners in families and households."

With the growing visibility of LGBTQ people,
a growing number of large-scale datasets in the
United States and around the world have been
extended to include attention to LGBTQ-parent
families, and for the first time, population samples
of LGBTQ people are emerging. These studies
offer the potential to greatly advance understand-
ings of contemporary families. In this chapter, we
consider the use of large-scale secondary data
sources (many of which are population-based and
nationally or regionally representative) for the
study of LGBTQ-parent families. We include a
detailed list of large-scale secondary data sources
in an appendix at the end of this chapter. We also
discuss the advantages and opportunities that such
datasets offer, as well as the challenges that define
working with secondary data on such an under-
studied and marginalized population.

Since the last edition of this volume (Russell
& Muraco, 2013), there has been a dramatic shift
in the zeitgeist related to reproducible research,
transparency in data use and analysis, and data

'We use “LGBTQ-parent families” to be consistent with
the nomenclature of this book, acknowledging the
complexities of individual personal LGBTQ identities and
experiences. As we describe in more detail later in this
chapter, the datasets to which we refer often include mea-
sures of same-sex partnerships in households, and thus,
the personal sexual identities of household members are
often unknown. There are no known population studies of
transgender-parent families.
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archiving (Winerman, 2017). The impact of this
shift for representative data of LGBTQ-parent
families is substantial: since the last edition, we
have located 47 additional representative datasets
which allow for identification of LGBTQ-parent
families. The identification of these data sources
appears to be due both to the increasing inclusion
of LGBTQ measures in population data sources
and to greater access to data through public data
archives and improvement of the quality of docu-
mentation of public data. Two large data enclaves
that we utilized to locate these sources were the
Inter-university Consortium for Political and
Social Research (ICPSR; https://www.icpsr.
umich.edu/icpsrweb/) archive and the Integrated
Public Use Microdata Series (https://www.ipums.
org/). However, there are other new advances
beyond these archives. For example, the United
Kingdom has a data archive similar to ICPSR
(https://www.ukdataservice.ac.uk/). Google also
recently released a search engine that searches
for publicly available data (Castelvecchi, 2018).
Some universities maintain data archives (e.g.,
Harvard: https://dataverse.harvard.edu/;
Princeton:  https://opr.princeton.edu/archive/),
and there are also individual efforts to accumu-
late data for a specific population (e.g., http://
www.lgbtdata.com/).

We consider several types of datasets that hold
potential for the study of LGBTQ-parent families
(the appendix includes examples of each of these
types of datasets). First are population-based,
representative surveys of the general population
that may be local, regional, or national in scope
and are typically designed to allow for general-
izations to the larger populations that they repre-
sent and that include measures to identify
LGBTQ-parent families. Examples are the US
Census, which includes information on same-sex
couple householders, or the Add Health study,
which includes questions about young adult sex-
ual identity and orientation as well as marital or
family status. A subgroup group among represen-
tative studies are large-scale cohort studies: The
1970 British Cohort Study (BCS) and the 1958
National Child Development Study (NCDS) are
unit in that the design of both studies includes a
complete population (rather than a “sample” per

se) at a given point in time (all births in one week,
followed across childhood and into adulthood).
Both studies ask respondents in adulthood about
their marital (or marriage-like) relationships and
household composition, including information
about gender and how study members are related
to other householders. Results from these studies
are generalizable to similar age cohorts.

A second group of studies are large-scale
studies but are not representative of or generaliz-
able to a broader population. Nonrepresentative
local, regional, or multi-site samples that provide
sufficient numbers of LGBTQ-parent families for
study may not be specifically generalizable to a
broader population, but may illuminate important
associations or processes that characterize
LGBTQ-parent family life. An example is the
National Longitudinal Lesbian Family Study
(NLLFS).

A third group of studies have emerged since
the first edition of this chapter was written:
population-based studies specific to LGBTQ
communities. Several studies, some of which at
the time of this writing are still in the field, offer
the first population-based, representative samples
of LGBTQ and transgender US populations: the
California Quality of Life Survey (CQLS), the
Generations Study, the TransPop Study, and the
National Couples’ Health and Time Study.

The potential of these data sources within the
context of research on LGBTQ-parent families is
important because, historically, research on
LGBTQ-parent families developed from and was
grounded in a particular set of very different
methodological approaches and disciplines.
Early questions about child adjustment (with par-
ticular attention to sexual orientation, gender
identity, and psychological adjustment) in
LGBTQ-parent families emerged from the fields
of psychology, child development, and family
studies, fields that were already attuned to diverse
family forms (Patterson, 1992). Further, studies
based on small samples of distinct populations
that are not population-based were typical in
those fields: Early studies were based largely on
community or regional samples (Patterson,
2006). These studies focused on child adjustment
and the well-being of mothers, both because
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these constructs were central in these fields and
because scholars were responding to fears that
lesbians were mentally unwell and would there-
fore negatively influence their children (Goldberg,
2010). Over time, LGBTQ-parent research
extended to include parenting, family processes,
and the well-being of LGBTQ parents (Goldberg,
2010). As this body of work grew, it attracted the
attention of other fields of study relevant to fami-
lies and children, including demography, sociol-
ogy, economics, and health. Thus, new studies
from the population sciences provide a vantage
point for understanding LGBTQ-parent families
that were population-based and generalizable and
that allowed comparisons with heterosexual-
parent families (see Biblarz & Savci, 2010, for a
review).

Today there are a number of large-scale datas-
ets available that afford the possibility of study-
ing LGBTQ-parent families; however, most have
rarely or never been used for this purpose (e.g.,
the Survey of Income and Program Participation
[SIPP]). Some nationally representative studies
of families and households in the United States
have begun to include questions about the
LGBTQ identity status of adult householders,
many of whom have children (e.g., the Survey of
Income and Program Participation (SIPP), the
Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), and
the US Census). Other large-scale studies began
as population-based, longitudinal studies of chil-
dren: As the study members have grown up and
been followed into adulthood, many have become
LGBTQ parents themselves. For instance, it is
possible with the Add Health study to follow
those who reported same-sex attractions or rela-
tionships in adolescence into adulthood, afford-
ing the opportunity to study their coupling and
parenting in adulthood. The prospective birth
cohort studies such as the NCDS and the BCS
make it possible to identify same-sex couple and
parent households when cohort members are
adults (Lau, 2012; Strohm, 2010).

Finally, the analysis of representative data of
LGBTQ-parent families has been invoked in the
promotion of civil rights for LGBTQ people
(e.g., Gates, 2013), yet misinterpretation of data
has perpetuated misinformation about LGBTQ

families. A critical example emerged recently,
when findings regarding the well-being of chil-
dren of LGBTQ parents were inaccurately
reported from the New Family Structures Study
(NFSS) and used to support legal cases against
marriage for same-sex couples (see Manning,
Fettro, & Lamidi, 2014, for a discussion). After
the original report was published, over 150 social
scientists endorsed a letter rejecting the academic
integrity and intellectual merit of the study
(Gates, 2012b; Perrin, Cohen, & Caren, 2013;
Umberson, Cavanagh, Glass, & Raley, 2012),
and reanalyses of the data using the NFSS have
invalidated the initial findings (Cheng & Powell,
2015). The controversy surrounding the misuse
of the NFSS underscores the responsibility of
primary investigators, as well as reviewers and
publishers, to attend to the political implications
of studies of LGBTQ parenting and families.

In this chapter, we review findings based on
some of these existing data sources while identi-
fying challenges as well as advantages of using
population-based representative datasets to study
LGBTQ-parent families. Given the growing
number of large-scale representative studies that
now allow for the study of LGBTQ-parent fami-
lies, we identify a number of areas of research
that are largely understudied but from which
much could be learned in the coming years.

Challenges in Using Secondary Data
to Study LGBTQ-Parent Families

There are a number of challenges in any research
based on analyses of existing secondary data
sources, some of which are further complicated
in studies of LGBTQ-parent families. We con-
sider challenges associated with conceptual
breadth as well as measurement inclusion in
existing studies. The use of secondary data is
relatively new among researchers of LGBTQ-
parent families, in part because measures for
identifying LGBTQ people and LGBTQ-parent
families have only recently been included in sec-
ondary data sources and also in part due to the
origins of the study of LGBTQ-parent families in
disciplines where secondary data analysis was
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less common. Thus, we also briefly review other
basic challenges and suggest strategies to address
these challenges.

Conceptual Challenges

At the most basic level, scholars who use second-
ary datasets must negotiate the discrepancies
between their research questions and available
data (Hofferth, 2005; Russell & Matthews, 2011).
Unless the researcher was directly involved with
the data collection process, it is unlikely that full
information will be available to address their pre-
cise questions. However, they may find that suf-
ficient data exists to partially address their
questions or to allow an adjustment of the ques-
tion based on available data. Most datasets that
are focused on broad populations have been
developed by economists and sociologists who
may not be concerned with many of the con-
structs that are important to family scholars and
psychologists, such as individual or family histo-
ries and processes (Russell & Matthews, 2011).
Thus, the researcher undoubtedly will be required
to be flexible with the conceptual design and cre-
ative in posing research questions that can be
addressed with available data. At a fundamental
level, this is a conceptual problem but one that
typically plays out as problems with measure-
ment (what is measured and how).

The most obvious example of this conceptual
challenge is that most of what is known from
nationally representative studies are based on
families in same-sex couple households rather
than couples or individuals who specifically
identify themselves as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or
transgender. For example, since 1990, the US
Census has included the option that a primary
householder may report an “unmarried partner.”
It is difficult to imagine how one could construct
a single question to accurately ascertain LGBTQ-
parent family status, and we know of no study
that does this. Rather, researchers must combine
multiple questions to identify households with
children in which the parents are same-sex part-
ners and householders or engage in same-sex
sexual practices or behaviors. Measures of self-

identification as LGBTQ on large-scale surveys
continue to be relatively rare; however, partici-
pant gender and the gender of their partner/s may
be available (Gates & Romero, 2009).

Another conceptual challenge for using sec-
ondary data sources to study LGBTQ-parent
families is that many of the important constructs
in this field are LGBTQ-specific and are unavail-
able in population-based studies. Thus, important
questions specific to LGBTQ-parent families
may be missing. For example, how and why do
LGBTQ couples decide to have children? How
do same-sex couples manage historically gen-
dered parenting roles (Goldberg, 2012; Goldberg,
Smith, & Perry-Jenkins, 2012)? What is the
impact of LGBTQ-specific minority stress (the
experiences of stigma, prejudice, or discrimina-
tion due to LGBTQ status; Meyer, 2003) on par-
enting options, processes, and family life
(Chapman et al., 2012)? These questions have
been addressed using samples of LGBTQ-parent
families, but not population-based samples.

Overall, most of the research literature on
LGBTQ-parent families concern constructs that
are generalizable to all populations: child adjust-
ment, parent relationship quality, and parenting
practices. Yet for questions about LGBTQ-
specific dimensions of social or family life (e.g.,
LGBTQ-specific discrimination; methods for
becoming parents and related decision-making),
secondary data sources designed for the general
population may simply not be suitable.

Measuring LGBTQ-Parent Families

In terms of measurement, there are a number of
challenges specific to the availability of measures
in secondary data sources. Research based on any
one data source must be interpreted in light of
other studies, yet there is variability across stud-
ies in the specific measures that can be used to
identify LGBTQ-parent families. For example,
several federally initiated surveys such as the
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System
(BRFSS) surveys are administered by states, and
although some states have begun to include mea-
sures that would allow the study of LGBTQ indi-
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viduals and thus LGBTQ parents and families,
the measures are not consistent across states.

Within BRFESS, for example, Massachusetts is
unusual because it includes measures since 2000
(some that differ across the years) for same-sex
sexual behavior as well as sexual identity
(whether one identifies as lesbian, gay, or bisex-
ual); beginning in 2007, a measure for transgen-
der identity was included (Behavioral Risk Factor
Surveillance System, 2011). As of the 2016 sur-
vey, 26 states included the BRFSS sexual and
gender identity optional module as part of their
survey, leading to a number of studies that
account for presence of children in household
studies of LGBTQ individuals (Boehmer, Clark,
Lord, & Fredman, 2018; Cranney, 2016;
Fredriksen-Goldsen, Kim, Barkan, Muraco, &
Hoy-Ellis, 2013; Gonzales & Henning-Smith,
2017). Yet, no one, to our knowledge, has used
this dataset to directly examine LGBTQ-parent
families. One challenge is that not all participat-
ing states include the same measures, which hin-
ders cross-state comparison and prevents the
study of how state characteristics—such as state
laws, policies, or practices—affect LGBTQ-
parent families.

There are also a number of measurement chal-
lenges particularly relevant for longitudinal stud-
ies of LGBTQ-parent families. Sometimes the
measures used in prospective studies change over
the span of the study (measures for young chil-
dren will not be identical to those for adolescents
and adults; Russell & Matthews, 2011). For
repeated cross-sectional studies, there are chal-
lenges when measures are changed. For example,
the US Census maintains that, as a result of flaws
in the way they classified same-sex households in
1990,? the data from 1990 and 2000 cannot be
compared (Smith & Gates, 2001). In addition to
data errors that result from classifications, some
argue that there has been notable change over
only a few decades in the diversity of sexual self-

2In the 1990 US Census, when the responding householder
identified two persons of the same sex as being spouses, or
legally married, the Census Bureau administratively
changed the reported gender of the spouse in most cases.
Thus, same-sex couple households were undercounted and
reported as heterosexual married couple households.

identity labels: Some individuals or couples may
prefer, for example, the term “queer” to “gay” or
“lesbian” (Morandini, Blaszczynski, & Dar-
Nimrod, 2016; Russell, Clarke, & Clary, 2009).
Further, individuals and couples may change
their preferred identity label over time. The exist-
ing variability in measures across studies may
only be compounded by changes over time in the
ways that LGBTQ parents self-label and disclose
their identities and family statuses to
researchers.

Finally, as the legal basis for LGBTQ family
relationships has been in flux, definitions and
measures have shifted (and likely will continue to
shift). For example, since the first edition of this
chapter in 2013, three times as many countries
now allow marriage for same-sex couples (10
countries in 2013; 30 countries as of this writ-
ing). As legal statuses change, personal meanings
change as well. Prior to the legalization of mar-
riage of same-sex couples, couples mostly cohab-
ited, yet in the most recently available data, close
to two out of five same-sex couple are married.
Same-sex couples are still more likely to cohabit,
yet they marry and divorce at rates similar to
different-sex couples (Gates, 2015). Beyond mar-
riage, there are other ways that couple and family
life is shifting demographically, with implica-
tions for the meanings—and measures—of
households, parents, and families. For example,
“living apart together” (LAT) relationships (non-
residential partnerships) are gaining visibility in
Western countries, and LGBTQ people are more
likely to be living in these forms of family (Gabb
& Fink, 2017; Strohm, Seltzer, Cochran, & Mays,
2009). Such family structural diversity has impli-
cations for how individuals and families are cap-
tured in population samples (i.e., LAT individuals
are often recorded as ““single”) and thus who may
be included or excluded when we study LGBTQ-
parent families.

To address these challenges, it is crucial at a
most basic level to carefully sort out the oppor-
tunities and limitations of the match between
one’s research question and the data available
through secondary sources. For example, one
could use the National Health Interview Survey
(NHIS) to examine same-sex couple household



496

S.T.Russell et al.

access to health care (the NHIS collects respon-
dents’ gender and the gender of others in the
household and their relationship to the respon-
dent). However, if one’s theory of health-care
access and utilization relies on arguments about
homophobic discrimination in the health-care
setting, the absence of data for householders’
sexual identities is crucial. Having a clear
understanding of the alignment between one’s
research question and the secondary dataset will
help formulate a strong case for a study’s ratio-
nale and ultimately for persuading reviewers
that the opportunity the data affords outweighs
any limitations. In the example above, it may be
an important first step for the field to simply
document differences in health-care access and
utilization based on householder couple status.
The researcher must be flexible and creative in
matching the research question to available data
(Russell & Matthews, 2011). In addition to the
need for conceptual and analytic flexibility and
creativity with regard to measurement, we turn
to several other basic challenges and sugges-
tions for addressing them.

Methodological Challenges

Becoming familiar with a large and complex
existing dataset is time-consuming, and
researchers often overlook the “costs” of learn-
ing. One must understand a study’s design, data
structure, and distinct methodological charac-
teristics that may influence analyses (Hofferth,
2005). Studies often employ complex sampling
designs which require specialized statistical
analytic techniques: Researchers may need to
learn methods for adjusting for complex sample
designs (e.g., nested samples or cluster designs)
or methods for the use of weighted data
responses (Russell & Matthews, 2011). There is
a common perception that using existing data
simply circumvents a data collection phase of
research; however, recoding existing variables
into useful constructs is time-consuming (after
20 years of experience, the first author has
found it necessary to estimate the time it will
take and multiply by four!). At the same time,

there are often opportunities for learning: Many
large-scale studies have user groups or confer-
ences designed to allow researchers to network
with one another.? These networks offer possi-
bilities for collaboration or the sharing of strat-
egies for analysis, as well as for learning about
others’ questions and research efforts. Although
when working with publicly available data
there is a possibility of having one’s idea
“scooped” (i.e., taken, tested, and published
before one is able to do so oneself), participat-
ing in scholarly networks of study users can
keep one abreast of developments by other
scholars in the field.

Professional Challenges

Finally, a unique challenge in using secondary
data is potential professional costs. In many fields
and at many institutions, for various reasons,
original data collection may be more highly val-
ued. In some fields, original data has value in
itself. At the same time, in research-intensive
institutions where grant funding is an important
marker of career success, the higher costs and
thus larger extramural grants required to collect
data may be valued above analyses of secondary
data. As research-focused institutions place
greater demand on researchers to receive external
funding, it is important to acknowledge that
grants for secondary data analyses tend to require
less overall time and staff. The challenge of
acquiring grant funding for LGBTQ-parent
research using secondary data analysis may
therefore be a disincentive for junior scholars
concerned with meeting academic tenure require-
ments. Yet despite these challenges, the availabil-
ity and access to a growing number of secondary
data sources offers a new array of research pos-
sibilities for studying LGBTQ-parent families.

*For example, Add Health, MIDUS, NCDS, and other
datasets offer online searchable databases of publications
and other uses of data. User seminars and conferences are
held for a number of large-scale studies; for example, the
US National Center for Health Statistics holds a National
Conference on Health Statistics, offering hands-on educa-
tion sessions on the full range of data systems they offer.
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Advantages of Secondary Data
for Studies of LGBTQ-Parent
Families

Having discussed some of the challenges, we
now describe the potential advantages of using
large-scale or population-based secondary datas-
ets for the study of LGBTQ-parent families.
Important advantages include generalizability to
broad populations, large sample sizes (including
sufficient numbers of underrepresented popula-
tions and power for statistical analyses), and the
ability to conduct comparative analyses with
populations of heterosexual-parent families.
Some data sources allow for additional advan-
tages: They may be longitudinal, include data
from multiple reporters, allow insights about
multiple contexts and processes of development,
or allow cross-historical or cross-national com-
parisons (Russell & Matthews, 2011). An obvi-
ous practical advantage is low cost and ease of
access (Hofferth, 2005) compared to the labor-
intensive work of sample selection and data col-
lection to begin a new study of LGBTQ-parent
families.

First, the possibility for making generaliza-
tions to broader populations of LGBTQ-parent
families is a crucial advantage that can advance
this field of study. For example, the 2000 US
Census counted 594,391 same-sex couples
(Simmons & O’Connell, 2003); of those same-
sex couples, about a quarter reported a child
under the age of 18 living in their household
(Gates & Ost, 2004). Never before had there
been a true census of LGBTQ-parent families (or
more accurately, households headed by parent-
ing same-sex couples): For the first time,
researchers asserted that they had “identified
same-sex couples in every state and virtually
every county in the United States” (Sears, Gates,
& Rubenstein, 2005, p. 1) and provided popula-
tion estimates of the proportion of households
headed by same-sex couples who are parenting
in every state (the proportion of same-sex cou-
ples out of all households ranged from .27% to
.80%). Notably, the same statistics have also
been challenged because, with data only avail-
able for relationships among adult householders

and thus on couples, they dramatically under-
count the total number of single LGBTQ people
and single LGBTQ-parent families in the United
States. Yet, these results were groundbreaking
for establishing the presence of these families
for policy makers and planners. The results have
also been instrumental in challenging stereo-
types about LGBTQ-parent families, for exam-
ple, that they are typically White, affluent,
coastal, and urban. Indeed, these data have
established that, although same-sex couples
without children are more likely to reside in
California and Vermont, same-sex couples with
children are more likely to reside in rural states
(Mississippi, Wyoming, Alaska, Idaho, and
Montana; Gates, 2013, Gates & Ost, 2004). Yet
California is where gay and lesbian adoptive and
foster families are most likely to live (Gates,
Badgett, Macomber, & Chambers, 2007).
Further, same-sex couples of color are more
likely to have children compared to their White
counterparts (Bennett & Gates, 2004; Black,
Sanders, & Taylor, 2007; Carpenter & Gates,
2008; Gates, 2012a; 2013).

Second, large sample sizes are beneficial
because they allow for both the study of small
and often marginalized subpopulations and sta-
tistical power for complex analyses (Russell &
Matthews, 2011). Obviously, LGBTQ people and
LGBTQ-parent families are present in all large-
scale studies: The question is whether data are
obtained to acknowledge them or whether they
are invisible. Given their very small proportion
within the total population, only huge studies will
yield sufficient numbers of LGBTQ-parent fami-
lies to allow for statistical analyses. For example,
over 20,000 adolescents were included in the in-
home portion of the Add Health study collected
in 1994-1995; over 17,000 of their parents com-
pleted surveys. Wainright et al. (2004) were
among the first investigators to use these data to
investigate the well-being of adolescents growing
up in same-sex parent households. They investi-
gated psychosocial adjustment, school outcomes,
and romantic relationships for 44 adolescents
determined to be parented by same-sex couples
based on parent reports of their gender and the
gender of their partner (all were mothers; there
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were too few two-father families for inclusion in
the study). Compared to a matched group of ado-
lescents from heterosexual-parent families, no
differences were found in adolescent adjustment
(Wainright et al., 2004).

The Add Health study was the first of its kind
based on a nationally representative sample to
allow comparisons across family types, yet even
with over 17,000 responding parents in that study,
only 44 adolescents parented by female same-sex
couples were identified. It is important to note
that these low numbers may also be explained by
heteronormative assumptions in the design of the
household measures in the original waves of the
Add Health study that (a) did not ask the sexual
orientation/identity of responding parents, (b)
gave preference to female parents on the parent
survey, and (c) precluded the possibility for ado-
lescents to indicate on the adolescent-reported
household roster that an adult living in the house-
hold could be the same-sex partner of a parent.

Add Health data have since been utilized for a
number of studies examining children of mothers
in same-sex couples. Wainright and Patterson
(2006) found that regardless of family type, adoles-
cents whose mothers described closer relationships
with their children reported less delinquent behav-
ior and substance use. Further, Wainright and
Patterson (2008) found that regardless of family
type, adolescents whose mothers described closer
relationships with their children reported higher-
quality peer relations and more friends in school.
These findings support the assertion that the quality
of the parent-adolescent relationship better predicts
adolescent outcomes than family type (Wainright
& Patterson, 2006, 2008). Future studies should
examine whether such findings remain true for
children of male same-sex couples.

An additional benefit of very large samples is
the possibility to study differences among
LGBTQ-parent families based on demographics
such as race/ethnicity, class, age, and gender.
Gates (2013) reports that among same-sex cou-
ples in the United States, people of color are
twice as likely as their White counterparts to have
children under 18 living at home: 41% of non-
White women in same-sex couples have children
under 18 living at home, compared to 23% of

their White counterparts. Among non-White men
in same-sex couples, 20% have children living at
home relative to 8% of their White counterparts
(see Bennett & Gates, 2004; Black et al., 2007;
Carpenter & Gates, 2008; Gates & Romero,
2009). Some studies have also begun to measure
socioeconomic diversity among LGBTQ-parent
families, displacing stereotypes of affluence and
reporting higher rates of poverty relative to their
heterosexual counterparts (Cenegy, Denney, &
Kimbro, 2018; Gates, 2013; Schneebaum &
Badgett, 2018; Sears & Badgett, 2012). These
findings are groundbreaking in identifying more
diversity in LGBTQ-parent families than has
been represented in the existing literature, which
has been largely derived from community-based
samples of LGBTQ-identified parents who, until
recently, consisted of primarily White lesbian
mothers.

Another advantage to the use of population-
based data sources is that some utilize longitudi-
nal designs (Russell & Matthews 2011). Some,
like the General Social Survey (GSS) and the
National Health Interview Survey (NHIS), col-
lect data longitudinally by collecting representa-
tive data across time (but do not follow the same
participants prospectively from year to year); few
if any published studies based on these data have
examined LGBTQ-parent families. Other datas-
ets, such as Add Health, the National Child
Development Study (NCDS), and the British
Cohort Study (BCS), allow for the study of indi-
viduals across time so that hypotheses concern-
ing human development and change can be
explored. The members of the Add Health and
both the NCDS and BCS cohorts are now adults
or young adults, many of whom are becoming
parents. These datasets offer unique opportunities
to study characteristics from the early life course
(childhood and adolescence) that may be associ-
ated with the well-being of LGBTQ adults and
their children or the adult lives of children who
were parented in same-sex households; again, we
are aware of no studies that have taken this
approach.

Other benefits of large-scale survey studies
(e.g., Fragile Families, https:/fragilefamilies.
princeton.edu/) include perspectives from
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multiple reporters such as children and parents,
which allow for more than one perspective on
family life. Finally, another potential advantage
is the ability to conduct cross-historical or cross-
national comparisons (Russell & Matthews,
2011). For example, a component of the GSS, the
International Social Survey Program, was spe-
cifically developed to allow for cross-cultural
comparisons between the United States,
Australia, Great Britain, and West Germany.
Such surveys may allow for future comparisons
of LGBTQ-parent families across multiple
countries.

New LGBTQ-Focused Population
Studies

Several methodological innovations have allowed
for in-depth study of LGBTQ individuals and fam-
ilies drawing from general population samples. As
marketing and research samples have grown in
size and online methods of data collection have
been developed, new possibilities have emerged
for reaching LGBTQ populations (see chapter
“Methods, Recruitment, and Sampling in Research
with LGBTQ-Parent Families”). In one of the first
examples to use two-phase sampling, LGBTQ
participants in the California Health Interview
Survey (CHIS) were recontacted for participation
in the California Quality of Life Survey (CQLS)
which included all participants of CHIS who
reported their sexual identity as gay, lesbian, or
bisexual or as having had same-sex sexual activity
and who agreed to participate in future surveys on
the CHIS (Strohm et al., 2009). The CQLS was
designed to include questions specific to LGBTQ
individuals and families.

More recently, the first nationally representative
probability study of LGBTQ adults, the Generations
Study (http://www.generations-study.com/), and
the first nationally representative probability study
of transgender health, the Transpop Study
(http://www.transpop.org/), were begun. These
interdisciplinary study teams are composed of sci-
entists across fields including psychology, sociol-
ogy, demography, human development and family
sciences, and public health—a testament to a

growing recognition of the importance of diverse
perspectives in the study of LGBTQ lives. These
projects will allow for some of the first nationally
representative evidence from the United States
about the lives and health of LGBTQ and trans-
gender adults and provide more accurate estimates
related to stigma and health.

Lastly, researchers are in the process of col-
lecting data for the National Couples’ Health and
Time Study  (http://u.osu.edu/kamp-dush.1/
about-me/), which will provide the first represen-
tative sample of same-sex couples’ family func-
tioning, experiences of stigma, and coping. This
dataset will address several critical gaps in prior
LGBTQ-couple data, including limitations to
analysis of dyadic data, a lack of detailed infor-
mation about family functioning and stress
mechanisms, and limited ethnic/racial diversity.

Implications for Future Research

There is a rich tradition of population-based sur-
vey research in the social and behavioral sciences
that has provided a baseline for scientific and
public understanding of the social and economic
health and development of families, yet for gen-
erations, LGBTQ people and families were invis-
ible. Developments in recent decades have
changed that. More large-scale surveys now
include possibilities to identify, study, and under-
stand LGBTQ-parent families. Such large-scale
representative studies are one path for building
scientific understanding of LGBTQ-parent fami-
lies. The appendix includes descriptions of
relevant data sources, some of which to our
knowledge have never been used for the study of
LGBTQ-parent families. To compile our appen-
dix, we used five sources: (a) our knowledge of
available datasets, (b) Inter-university Consortium
for Political and Social Research (ICPSR), (c)
UK data archive; (d) a search of EBSCO host for
articles using representative data since the publi-
cation of the first edition of this book, and (e) a
search of Integrated Public Use Microdata Series
(IPUMS) data for national census data. The
search had two main criteria: The data had to be
representative of a population (i.e., national,
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state, regional) and have the potential to identify
same-sex parents or lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans,
or queer parents.

In addition to the challenges and opportunities
we have discussed, we note some areas in the
study of LGBTQ-parent families that have been
particularly underexamined and for which the
use of secondary data sources may provide
important new possibilities. Gay fathers are fewer
in number than their female counterparts, which
may help to explain why they have been under-
represented in existing studies of LGBTQ-parent
families. In 1990, one in five female same-sex
couples was raising children compared to one in
twenty male same-sex couples (Gates & Ost,
2004). By 2000, one in three female same-sex
couples and one in five male same-sex couples
were raising children (Gates & Ost, 2004). Data
from the American Community Survey from
2014 to 2016 found that 8% of male same-sex
couples were raising children while 24% of
female same-sex couples were raising children
(Goldberg & Conron, 2018). Although datasets
such as the National Longitudinal Lesbian Family
Study (NLLES) exist to expand research on
same-sex female couples, no existing data source
is comparable for the study of male same-sex
couples raising children (Gartrell et al., 1996).
The NLLFS is not population-based and thus is
not representative of all lesbian-parent families;
however, it is a large sample that includes a birth
mother and a co-mother with at least one child
from whom data have been collected five times
(before the child was born and then when the
child was 2, 5, 10, and 17). Data from the NLLFS
have allowed researchers to explore the lives of
lesbian mothers to debunk common myths.
Results find, for example, that the development
of psychological well-being in children of les-
bian mothers over a 7-year period from child-
hood to adolescence is the same for those with
known and unknown donors (Bos & Gartrell,
2010); no similar information exists about the
children of gay fathers using known and unknown
donors. Although some studies are beginning to
address the importance of examining gay male
parenting (e.g., Golombok et al., 2014; Green,
Rubio, Rothblum, Bergman, & Katuzny, 2019;

Carneiro, Tasker, Salinas-Quiroz, Leal, & Costa,
2017; see chapters “Gay Men and Surrogacy”
and “LGBTQ Adoptive Parents and Their
Children”), more attention to gay male parenting
is warranted, especially using longitudinal data.

Further, there are few, if any, studies based on
population-representative data sources that exam-
ine bisexual- or transgender-parent families (there
are few existing studies of bisexual or transgender
persons and family life in general; see chapter
“What Do We Now Know About Bisexual
Parenting? A Continuing Call for Research”, for a
review of bisexual-parent family research, and see
chapter “Transgender-Parent Families”, for a
review of trans-parent family research). Of the
sources included in the appendix, the Behavioral
Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS, select
states), British Cohort Study (BCS), and the
National Child Development Studies (NCDS)
include measures that allow identification of
transgender people. Even though these sources
are largely untapped, they afford unprecedented
opportunities for scholarship. Lastly, little is
known about LGBTQ-parent families and socio-
economic status; much of the existing research
focuses on middle-class LGBTQ-parent families
(see chapter “LGBTQ-Parent Families in the
United States and Economic Well-Being”). Yet
studies using new sources of population data have
shown, for example, that it is socioeconomic sta-
tus rather than same-sex family structure that is
associated with children’s economic well-being
(Brown, Manning, & Payne, 2016) and that
LGBTQ parents in middle and upper socioeco-
nomic classes are more protected from discrimi-
nation (Cenegy et al., 2018).

In conclusion, we have identified challenges
as well as opportunities for scholars who may
pursue the study of LGBTQ-parent families
through analysis of secondary data sources or
large-scale surveys. There are many new possi-
bilities for the study of LGBTQ-parent families
(and even more possibilities to study LGBTQ
individuals). To date, findings from such studies
have been groundbreaking. Not only have they
demonstrated, for example, that child and fam-
ily well-being do not differ in LGBTQ-parent
and heterosexual-parent families (Bos, Knox,
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Rijn-van Gelderen, & Gartrell, 2016; Gartrell,
Bos, & Koh, 2018; Rosenfeld, 2010; Wainright
etal., 2004; Wainright & Patterson, 2006, 2008),
but also they have dispelled myths about who
LGBTQ parents are and where they live (Gates,
2013; Gates & Ost, 2004; Gates & Romero,
2009) and have shown simply—yet radically—
that LGBTQ-parent families are everywhere
(Simmons & O’Connell, 2003; see chapter
“LGBTQ-Parent Families in Community
Context”). There are remarkable possibilities
waiting in these data sources. They are opportu-
nities to propel the field of LGBTQ-parent fami-
lies, and thus our understanding of all
contemporary families, forward.
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Appendix: Secondary Data
Opportunities

American Community Survey

Representative of US population; http://www.
census.gov/acs/www/

American National Election Studies 2016 Time
Series Study

Nationally representative sample of people in the
United States over 18 in 2016; https://www.
icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/series/3

Annual Population Survey (UK) 2013-2017

Nationally representative longitudinal study of
the United Kingdom; https://beta.ukdataser-
vice.ac.uk/datacatalogue/studies/study?id=
6721
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Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System

Representative at state level; http://www.cdc.
gov/brfss/

Brazil 2010 Census

Representative of Brazilian population in 2010;
https://ww2.ibge.gov.br/english/estatistica/
populacao/censo2010/default.shtm

British Cohort Study

All infants (N = 17,200) born during a one-week
period in England, Scotland, Wales, and
Northern Ireland in April 1970; https://beta.
ukdataservice.ac.uk/datacatalogue/studies/
study?1d=5558

British Household Panel Survey: Waves 1-18,
1991-2009

Nationally representative household survey of the
United Kingdom collected for eighteen waves
between 1991 and 2009; https:/discover.ukdatas-
ervice.ac.uk/catalogue/?sn=5151&type=Data%20
catalogue

California Health Interview Survey: Adult

Representative of the state of California; http://
www.chis.ucla.edu/about.html

California Quality of Life Survey

Gay, lesbian, and bisexual individuals in the state
of California; https://britecenter.org/current-
projects/ca-quality-of-life-survey/

Canadian Community Health Survey

Nationally representative sample of Canada that
is collected annually; http://www23.statcan.
gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey &S
DDS=3226#a2

Census for Puerto Rico

Representative of Puerto Rican residents; https://
usa.ipums.org/usa-action/variables/
SSMC#availability_section

Census for Spain 2001 and 2011

Representative of Spain residents in 2001 and 2011;
https://international.ipums.org/international -
action/variables/SAMESEX#codes_section

Civil Union Study 2000-2002

Population-based study of about 500 individuals in
Vermont from 2000 to 2001; https://www.icpsr.
umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/31241

Early Childhood Longitudinal Program-B

Nationally representative of 14,000 children born
in the United States in 2001; https://nces.ed.
gov/ecls/
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Early Childhood Longitudinal Program-K

Nationally representative longitudinal study of
children from kindergarten to the eighth grade
from the fall and the spring of kindergarten
(1998-1999), the fall and spring of first grade
(1999-2000), the spring of third grade (2002),
the spring of fifth grade (2004), and the spring
of eighth grade (2007); https://nces.ed.gov/ecls/

Early Childhood Longitudinal Program-K 2011

Nationally representative US sample selected
from both public and private schools attending
both full-day and part-day kindergarten in
2010-2011; https://nces.ed.gov/ecls/

Fragile Families (wave 15)

National weights make the data of 16 of the 20
cities representative of births in the 77 US cit-
ies with populations over 200,000. Wave 15
was collected between 2014 and 2017; https://
fragilefamilies.princeton.edu/

General Lifestyle Survey (2000-2011)

Previously known at the General Household
Survey (GHS), a continuous nationally repre-
sentative survey of people in Great Britain liv-
ing in private households. Closed in 2011;
https://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk/
catalogue/?sn=6716&type=Data%?20
catalogue

General Social Survey

Representative of US population; http://www.
norc.org/GSS+Website/ About+GSS/

Generations

Nationally representative longitudinal sample of
LGB individuals in the United States, starting
in 2016; http://www.generations-study.com/

How Couples Meet and Stay Together (Waves
1-5)

Nationally representative longitudinal sample of
4002 people in the United States collected
from 2009 to 2015; https://www.icpsr.umich.
edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/30103/
variables?q=same-+sex

Longitudinal Study of Generations

Representative longitudinal study of families in
Los Angeles collected for eight waves between
1971 and 2005; https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/
icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/22100/variables?q=
partner
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Midlife in the United States

National sample of over 7000 adults ages
25-74, at wave 1, in the United States with
multiple waves: wave 1 (1995-1997), wave
2 (2004-2009), a refresher (2011-2014),
and wave 3 (2013-2014)—there is an
African ~ American  subsample  from
Milwaukee at wave 2 (2005-2006) and wave
3 (2016-2017); https://www.icpsr.umich.
edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/series/203

National Adult Tobacco Survey

Representative of the states of the United States;
https://www.cdc.gov/tobacco/data_statistics/
index.htm

National Alcohol Survey

Nationally representative sample of 5000 US
adults quinquennially; http://arg.org/
resources-tools/databases/

National Child Development Study

All infants (N = 17,500) born during a one-week
period in England, Scotland, and Wales in
March 1958; http://www.cls.ioe.ac.uk/page.
aspx?&sitesectionid=724&sitesectiontitle=N
ational+Child+Development+Study

National Couples’ Health and Time Study

Representative of same-sex couples in the United
States; data collection ongoing; https://projec-
treporter.nih.gov/project_info_description.
cfm?aid=9596545&icde=43649856

National Crime Victimization Survey

Nationally representative biennial sample of
49,000 households comprising about 100,000
persons; https://www.bjs.gov/index.
cfm?ty=dcdetail&iid=245

National Epidemiological Survey of Alcohol and
Related Conditions I and 11

Nationally representative longitudinal sample
with data collection beginning on 2001;
https://pubs.niaaa.nih.gov/publications/arh29-
2/74-78.htm

National Epidemiological Survey of Alcohol and
Related Condition II1

Nationally representative US sample of 36, 309
individuals collected 2013-2014; https:/
www.niaaa.nih.gov/research/nesarc-iii

National Health and Nutrition Examination
Survey
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Nationally representative US sample of about
5000 persons each year; https://www.cdc.gov/
nchs/nhanes/index.htm

National Health and Social Life Survey

National probability sample of people between
aged 18 and 59 in the United States collected
in 1992; https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsr-
web/ICPSR/studies/ 6647/
variables?q=parenting

National Health Interview Survey

Representative of US population; http:/www.
cdc.gov/nchs/nhis/about_nhis.htm

National Household Education Survey

National sample of household members in the
United States between 1991 and 2016; https://
nces.ed.gov/nhes/

National Household Survey on Drug Abuse
(1996) Renamed the National Survey on Drug
Use and Health

Nationally representative household survey of
the United States; https://pdas.samhsa.gov/#/

National Intimate Parmer and Sexual Violence
Survey

Nationally representative survey of people in the
United States and individual states in 2010;
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/
NACJD/studies/34305?archive=NACJD&q=
nisvs&permit%255B0%255D=AVAILABLE
&x=0&y=0

National Longitudinal Lesbian Family Study

Recruitment occurred in Boston; Washington,
DC; and San Francisco; http://www.nllfs.org/
about/

National Longitudinal ~ Study
Health

Representative of US population; http:/www.
cpc.unc.edu/projects/addhealth/about

National Social Life, Health, and Aging Project

National household sample of 4440 people born
between 1920 and 1947 in the United States
between 2005 and 2006; https://www.icpsr.
umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/20541/
summary

National Survey of America’s Families 1999 and
2002

Nationally representative sample of 42,360 house-
holds with members under 65 in the United

of Adolescent
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States in 1999; https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/
icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/3927/summary

National Survey of Children’s Health

Nationally representative of the US population,
with survey data collected annually as of
2016; http://childhealthdata.org/learn/NSCH/
data

National Survey of Families and Households

Nationally representative longitudinal sample of
13,007 people in the United States collected for
three waves: wave 1 (1987-1988), wave 2 (1992—
1994), and wave3 (2001-2002); https://www.
icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/series/193

National Survey of Family Growth

Prior to 2002, the sample was representative of
women 15-44 living in the United States.
Starting with the sixth wave in 2002, the pop-
ulation became representative of all people
15—44 living in the United States; www.cdc.
gov/nchs/data/nhsr/nhsr036.pdf

National Survey of Sexual Attitudes
Lifestyles, 2000

Nationally representative of the United Kingdom
collected 1990-1991, 1999-2001, and 2010—
2012;  https://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk/
catalogue/?sn=8178&type=Data%20
catalogue#documentation

National Trans Discrimination Survey

The largest survey of trans individuals in the
United States. Participants were about 28,000
respondents from all fifty states, the District of
Columbia, American Samoa, Guam, Puerto
Rico, and US military bases overseas, and
data was collected in 2015; http://www.
ustranssurvey.org/reports#USTS

New Family Structures Study

Nationally representative of the United States,
with data collected from about 3000 adults
between 2011 and 2012; https://www.icpsr.
umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/34392

NLSY 79

Nationally representative US sample of 12,686
14-22 years old when they were first surveyed in
1979. These individuals were interviewed annu-
ally through 1994 and are currently interviewed
on a biennial basis; https://www.bls.gov/nls/
nlsy79.htm

and
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http://www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/addhealth/about
http://www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/addhealth/about
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/20541/summary
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/20541/summary
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/20541/summary
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/3927/summary
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/3927/summary
http://childhealthdata.org/learn/NSCH/data
http://childhealthdata.org/learn/NSCH/data
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/series/193
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/series/193
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhsr/nhsr036.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhsr/nhsr036.pdf
https://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk/catalogue/?sn=8178&type=Data catalogue#documentation
https://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk/catalogue/?sn=8178&type=Data catalogue#documentation
https://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk/catalogue/?sn=8178&type=Data catalogue#documentation
http://www.ustranssurvey.org/reports#USTS
http://www.ustranssurvey.org/reports#USTS
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/34392
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/34392
https://www.bls.gov/nls/nlsy79.htm
https://www.bls.gov/nls/nlsy79.htm
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NLSY 97

Nationally representative longitudinal sample of
approximately 9000 12 to 16 years beginning
in 1996 who are interviewed on an annual
basis; https://www.bls.gov/nls/nlsy97.htm

Northern Ireland Life and Times Survey (prel998
Called the Young Life and Times Survey)

Nationally representative of Ireland collected begin-
ning in 1998; https://discover.ukdataservice.
ac.uk/catalogue/?sn=4587&type=Data%?20
catalogue

Pairfam

Nationally representative longitudinal sample of
more than 12,000 persons of the three birth
cohorts 1971-1973, 1981-1983, 1991-1993
and their partners that is collected annually;
http://www.pairfam.de/en/

Project on Human Development in Chicago
Neighborhoods

Representative longitudinal study of people liv-
ing in Chicago between 1994 and 1995 and at
subsequent waves between 1997-1999 and
2000-2001; https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icp-
srweb/ICPSR/series/206

Survey of Income and Program Participation

Representative of US population; http://www.
census.gov/sipp/intro.html

The National Child Development
Partnership Histories (1974-2013)

All adults born in Great Britain in one week in
1958. Studied longitudinally beginning in
1974; https://discover.ukdataservice.ac.uk/
catalogue/?sn=6940&type=Data%?20
catalogue

TransPop

Representative of trans individuals in the United
States; data collection ongoing; http://www.
transpop.org/)

United States Census (2010)

Representative of US population; http://2010.
census.gov/2010census/index.php

Welfare, Children, and Families: A Three-City
Study

Low income families in Boston, Chicago, and
San Antonio; http://web.jhu.edu/threecit-
ystudy/index.html.

Youth and Development Study

Study:

Random population sample of ~25,000 Dutch
residents with children under 18 years old;
https://www.narcis.nl/dataset/RecordID/
oai%3Aeasy.dans.knaw.nl%3Aeasy-
dataset%3A61653/id/1/Language/NL/uquery/
0JO/coll/dataset

Youth Development Study, 1988-2011

Representative longitudinal study of ninth grad-
ers in St. Paul Public School District in
Minnesota between 1987 and 1988 and subse-
quent waves until 2011 including participant
parents and participant children; https://www.
icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/stud-
ies/24881/summary
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