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Abstract

The U.S. and state tax codes encourage marriage for some couples and discourage

marriage for others, but same-sex couples were only recently exposed to these marriage

incentives. Using the American Community Survey, which has the advantage of report-

ing cohabitation as well as marriage, we provide new estimates of the effect of taxes

on marriage by leveraging variation created initially by state same-sex marriage legal-

ization, followed by the United States v. Windsor Supreme Court ruling, followed by

the Obergefell v. Hodges ruling. We estimate a significant marriage elasticity that is

similar in magnitude to the few well-identified estimates for different-sex couples. Our

estimates suggest that the 2018 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, by virtue of diminishing average

marriage penalties, would increase the propensity of most high-earning cohabiting cou-

ples to marry.
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1 Introduction

The United States uses a progressive, family-based system of income taxation, which necessarily

creates unequal tax burdens between unmarried and married couples (Rosen 1977).1 In other

words, two couples with the same total earnings between them can face very different tax liabilities

upon marriage depending on how those earnings are split between the partners. Although many

couples face a tax-induced marriage subsidy, this financial consequence for marriage through the

tax code is known colloquially as the “marriage tax.”2

The role of marriage incentives in tax and welfare policies has generated substantial public

debate, including debate over the goal of encouraging marriage. For example, Stevenson (2012)

notes that the 2001 and 2003 “Bush tax cuts” substantially increased the average marriage subsidy.3

Most recently, the 2018 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act increased the marriage subsidy further for many

high-earning couples due to reduced progressivity of the tax schedule. Figure 1 shows the marriage

subsidy in 2017 (on the left) and 2018 (on the right) for different types of filers; increases in the

marriage subsidy are evident for childless filers earning above roughly $100,000 and filers with

children earning above roughly $150,000.4

In this paper, we estimate the effect of the marriage subsidy on the probability of being mar-

ried. Two key features differentiate our analysis from most previous research. First, our focus on

same-sex couples enables a new identification strategy. Many couples in our sample experience

large changes in the marriage subsidy arising from the legal recognition of marriage. Some of the

earlier studies of the tax-induced marriage subsidy rely on progressivity of the tax code combined

with cross-sectional variation in earnings (either across couples or by the earnings split within

couples), where couples in the same tax regime choose between remaining unmarried and being

taxed as single individuals or marrying and being taxed jointly. Other studies exploit changes in

1. Rosen (1977) demonstrates that it is not possible for any income tax system to be simultaneously progressive, equal across family income, and
equal across marital status. Most developed countries use progressive tax schemes, necessitating the choice between an individual-based system
(equal across marital status) or a family-based system (equal across family income).

2. Our empirical specification uses the subsidy measure, and we will refer to it throughout the paper as the marriage subsidy.
3. The “Bush tax cuts” refers to the 2001 Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act (EGTRRA) and the 2003 Jobs and Growth Tax

Relief Reconciliation Act (JGTRRA).
4. The figures show the marriage subsidy calculated for hypothetical couples as a function of earnings, assuming no other income nor tax

expenditures.
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the tax code, especially the Earned Income Tax Credit, which affect a particular part of the earn-

ings distribution and change the marriage penalty by relatively small amounts. Our variation arises

in large part from a change in the definition of marriage, initially allowing couples to marry (as

some states began to legalize same-sex marriage), and then granting federal recognition to state-

recognized marriages (following United States v. Windsor), and lastly requiring remaining states

to allow couples to marry (following Obergefell v. Hodges). These legal sources of variation com-

bine with the more traditional sources of variation over states and years in tax progressivity and

cross-sectionally in (predicted) household earnings and earnings split. Consequently, this paper

is the first, to the best of our knowledge, to leverage both tax variation among same-sex married

couples and tax variation arising from a switch in tax regimes (from individual to joint taxation) to

identify marriage effects.

The second feature that distinguishes our analysis from many previous studies is our use of the

American Community Survey (ACS), which allows us to focus on a sample that consists exclu-

sively of cohabiting and married couples.5 Thus, we consider the margin between cohabitation and

marriage, compared to past studies that use samples including married, cohabiting, and single indi-

viduals (Alm and Whittington 1995; Dickert-Conlin and Houser 2002; Herbst 2011; Isaac 2019a)

or that use data in which cohabitation is not measured (Alm and Whittington 1997, 1999; Eissa and

Hoynes 2003; Fisher 2013) or must be inferred (Ellwood 2000).6 We use the 2012–2017 waves

of the ACS, which are the first of the U.S. Census Bureau Surveys to explicitly identify same-sex

married couples, to construct a sample of same-sex married and cohabiting couples.7 This type

of analysis is not possible using administrative data because, for example, all same-sex couples

would appear to be unmarried in federal tax return data through 2012.8

5. Oreffice (2016) uses the ACS in a descriptive study of demographic characteristics associated with marriage among same-sex cohabiting
couples.

6. Of these studies, Alm and Whittington (1995), Ellwood (2000), Eissa and Hoynes (2003), and Fisher (2013) use cross-sectional data, and
therefore measure marriage stocks. However, their cross-sectional estimates of the effect of taxes on marriage may be small compared to estimated
effects of taxes on flows into and out of marriages because their marriage stock measure includes single individuals and, therefore, fewer marginal
couples. In contrast, our sample contains only cohabiting and married same-sex couples, meaning we focus on a more responsive sample.

7. The decennial censuses and pre-2012 ACS suffered from substantial data editing problems, making it impossible to reliably identify same-sex
married couples in earlier data (Black et al. 2007; Gates and Steinberger 2010). In the 1990 census, if a couple appeared to be a same-sex married
couple then one partner’s sex was changed so that the couple appeared to be a different-sex married couple. In the 2000 and 2010 censuses and in
pre-2012 waves of the American Community Survey, if a couple appeared to be a same-sex married couple then their marital status was changed to
“unmarried partner,” sometimes without an accompanying data quality flag (U.S. Census Bureau 2009).

8. Additionally, we use covariates in the ACS to predict individual earned income as part of our identification strategy, which may not work as
well using administrative data containing less demographic information.
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We take steps to reduce concerns about endogeneity because some of our variation in the mar-

riage penalty across households arises from total earnings across couples and earnings splits within

couples, which may be endogenously determined. In addition, we may also be concerned that cou-

ples change their labor supply in response to marriage itself and to marriage-induced tax changes

(Isaac 2019b), that income reported in the ACS is likely to be measured with error, and that we do

not observe enough information to compute exact tax liability. One step we take is to control for

year and state fixed effects, which capture evolving attitudes toward same-sex marriage nationally

as well as attitudes that vary across states and may be correlated with residential choices of same-

sex couples or state legalization. The other step is to implement a simulated instruments approach,

in which we calculate each couple’s predicted marriage subsidy and use this to instrument for their

observed (with error) marriage subsidy.

Following the general methods of Dahl and Lochner (2012) and Isaac (2019b), we predict

earned income for each individual using observable household and individual characteristics in

the ACS, and use predicted earned income, information about legal marriage recognition, and the

NBER TAXSIM simulator to calculate each couple’s predicted marriage subsidy.9 We implement

a machine learning LASSO approach for the predictions. We then gradually add controls for

both partners’ predicted earnings to ascertain that our identification comes purely from predicted

changes in the marriage subsidy due to legal marriage recognition.10

Our instrumental variables estimates indicate a statistically significant, robust, and substantial

effect of the tax-induced marriage subsidy on marriage. We estimate that a $1,000 increase in the

marriage subsidy causes a 1.2–1.5 percentage point (2.8–3.5%) increase in the probability of being

married, implying a marriage-subsidy elasticity of 0.025–0.030. This elasticity is similar in magni-

tude to the few well-identified estimates for different-sex couples. We also confirm recent findings

by Carpenter et al. (2018): we estimate that, all else equal, state same-sex marriage legalization

increases the probability of being married, irrespective of tax considerations, by 6.8 percentage
9. We try two approaches for this. In one, we use all years of the ACS in order to predict individual earnings. In the other, we only use the 2012

ACS to reduce concerns about changing norms in states that subsequently legalized marriage; in those states, labor supply of same-sex couples may
have changed as attitudes towards marriage equality changed as well. We present results in this paper using the second approach, but our estimates
are not sensitive to this choice.

10. Our estimates are not sensitive to including controls for both partners’ predicted earnings, suggesting that the key variation arises from the tax
code.
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points (15.7%). We then separate the federal and state subsidies, and conclude that our main esti-

mate is driven by variation in the federal subsidy rather than the state subsidy, although we cannot

reject that the effects are equal. Allowing for heterogeneous responses, we estimate significantly

different elasticities between male and female couples, but insignificant differences by presence of

children. We also estimate heterogeneous responses to the marriage subsidy by household earn-

ings, and estimate larger elasticities for lower-earning households that remain in-line with estimates

from prior studies. Finally, we find that our main estimates are robust to including state-by-year

fixed effects, which control for state-time varying unobservables, such as state-specific evolution

of attitudes toward same-sex marriages, that may affect same-sex marriage rates or the state’s de-

cision to legalize same-sex marriages. We also find that our estimates are robust to controlling for

marriage incentives introduced by the Affordable Care Act’s premium tax credit.

We use our estimates to simulate changes in the probability of being married for unmarried

cohabiting couples as a result of the 2018 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act gen-

erally increased the marriage subsidy (or decreased the marriage penalty) for many high-earning

couples by reducing progressivity: at the low end of the tax schedule by increasing the standard

deduction and adjusting the married-filing jointly tax brackets to be roughly double those of the

single tax brackets, and at the high end by reducing marginal tax rates. Our simulations suggest

that the 2018 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, by virtue of diminishing average marriage penalties, would

increase the propensity of most high-earning cohabiting couples to marry. The changes in the mar-

riage propensity for couples earning less than $230,000 are small in range and average to about

zero, with most of the mass in the range of a five percent increase or decrease.

Previous evidence of the effect of the tax-induced marriage subsidy is mixed. Some researchers

have found significant, but small, effects of the marriage subsidy on both marriage and divorce

(Alm and Whittington 1995, 1999; Whittington and Alm 1997; Dickert-Conlin 1999; Eissa and

Hoynes 2003; Herbst 2011; Fisher 2013; Bastian 2017; Michelmore 2018; Gayle and Shephard

2019; Isaac 2019a), while others have found little to no effect (Ellwood 2000; Dickert-Conlin and

Houser 2002; Light and Omori 2008; Herbst 2011). Regardless of the effect size, the changes in
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marital status as a result can be economically important. Researchers have found that marital status

has important implications for tax revenue (Stevenson 2012; Alm, Leguizamon, and Leguizamon

2014; Isaac 2019b), retirement finances (Zissimopoulos, Karney, and Rauer 2015; Borella, De

Nardi, and Yang 2019), health and access to health care (Carpenter et al. 2018; Friedberg, Guo,

and Lin 2018), and children’s well-being (Lyle 2006; Finlay and Neumark 2010).

This paper is grounded in traditional taxation and marriage questions, but also adds to the

small, but growing, literature concerning same-sex couples. Most closely related to this paper,

Oreffice (2016) and Carpenter et al. (2018) also study the marriage margin among same-sex cou-

ples, although neither are focused on taxation. Other research of same-sex couples and LGBT

individuals has focused on labor supply (Hansen, Martell, and Roncolato 2019; Isaac 2019b; San-

sone 2019), workplace discrimination (Badgett 1995; Carpenter 2007; Plug, Webbink, and Martin

2014), health outcomes (Buchmueller and Carpenter 2010; Gonzales and Blewett 2014; Carpenter

et al. 2018), differences in labor market behavior between same- and different-sex couples (Tebaldi

and Elmslie 2006; Oreffice 2011; Antecol and Steinberger 2013), or predicted revenue effects of

same-sex marriage legalization (Stevenson 2012; Alm, Leguizamon, and Leguizamon 2014). This

paper is the first, to the best of our knowledge, to leverage tax variation among same-sex married

couples to identify the effects of taxation on marriage.

2 Treatment Effects Resulting From the Recognition of Same-Sex Marriage

The Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) was established in 1996 and defined, for federal gov-

ernment purposes, “marriage” as the union between one man and one woman and “spouse” as a

member of the opposite sex who is a husband or wife. In this section we describe the changing

legal landscape at the federal and state level since 1996 and discuss the relevant tax implications.

2.1 The Evolution of Same-Sex Marriage Recognition

Despite the definitions of “marriage” and “spouse” at the federal level, state law has traditionally

governed who may marry. In 2004 Massachusetts became the first state to legalize and recognize
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same-sex marriages.11 Twelve more states legalized same-sex marriage before the United States v.

Windsor Supreme Court ruling in 2013.12 United States v. Windsor invalidated the definitions of

“marriage” and “spouse” under the federal DOMA law, thereby requiring the federal government

to recognize same-sex marriages that some states had legalized up to that time, but still did not

require all states to legalize same-sex marriages or recognize same-sex marriages performed in

other states. Two years later, the 2015 Obergefell v. Hodges Supreme Court ruling required that all

states legalize and recognize same-sex marriages. Figure 2 illustrates the relevant level of marriage

recognition for each state between 2004–2017.

Each of these changes (state legalization, United States v. Windsor, and Obergefell v. Hodges)

introduced different treatment effects. We distinguish two classes of treatment: the legalization of

same-sex marriage itself and the resulting marriage subsidy for same-sex couples, whether coming

from the state, federal, or both tax schedules. Table 1 provides a summary of these treatment

effects, discussed below.

State legalization included a legalization treatment as well as a marriage subsidy treatment. In

states legalizing before Windsor, the tax treatment is only generated by state tax progressivity.

These states are denoted in blue in Figure 2. Same-sex married couples were still required to file

as single individuals at the federal level and, therefore, were not exposed to the federal marriage

subsidy.13

United States v. Windsor introduced only a federal marriage subsidy without a marriage legal-

ization treatment. The ruling did not affect same-sex marriage legislation at the state level, and

only required the federal government to recognize, at the federal level, same-sex marriages that

were permitted by some states. This treatment affected all same-sex couples regardless of their

current state of residence, including couples who traveled to a different state to marry.14 Same-sex

11. We do not consider alternative partnerships such as civil unions or domestic partnerships, as these institutions are not treated as marriages for
tax purposes.

12. California legalized same-sex marriage in June 2008, but the statute was suspended by Proposition 8 in November 2008 until the Supreme
Court decision in 2013. Same-sex marriage licenses issued in California between June and November 2008 continued to be recognized by the state.

13. Note that this discussion presumes that the treated couples reside in the state. If a couple traveled to the state to marry then they would not
be exposed to the state marriage subsidy unless their state of residence also recognized same-sex marriages. Traveling to marry would, however,
expose the couple to a federal marriage subsidy after United States v. Windsor regardless of where they reside.

14. The federal tax code uses the “place of celebration” rule, meaning that a same-sex couple is considered married, for federal tax purposes, so
long as they married in a state that permitted same-sex marriage, even if they live in or moved to another state.
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married couples were required to file at the federal level as married, filing jointly or married, filing

separately beginning in tax year 2013 even if their state of residence did not recognize same-sex

marriages and required that they file as single individuals at the state level. For states that had

already legalized same-sex marriage by that time, United States v. Windsor aligned state and fed-

eral policy, and these states are denoted in purple in Figure 2. For states that had not yet legalized

same-sex marriages, it still exposed same-sex married couples living in those states to the federal

marriage subsidy, and these states are denoted in red in Figure 2.

State legalization after United States v. Windsor included a legalization treatment and intro-

duced marriage subsidy variation arising from both the state and, due to Windsor, federal tax

codes. Similarly, the Obergefell v. Hodges ruling, by mandating state legalization and recognition

of same-sex marriages, also included all three treatment effects. Both of these changes aligned

state and federal policy.

2.2 State and Federal Marriage Subsidies

The staggered rollout of marriage equality at the state and federal levels meant that same-sex

couples were exposed to varying levels of state and federal marriage incentives through the tax

code. State level marriage recognition meant that same-sex married couples were required to file a

joint state tax return, but they were still required to file federal taxes as single individuals through

2012 regardless of their state of residence. Through 2012, therefore, same-sex couples were only

exposed to state level marriage incentives created through the state tax codes. The United States

v. Windsor ruling required that the federal government recognize same-sex marriages, and same-

sex married couples were required to file joint federal returns beginning in 2013. This policy

affected all same-sex married couples regardless of state of residence or whether the couple’s state

recognized same-sex marriages at the time.

The marriage subsidy is defined as:

Marriage Subsidy = (Ti +Tj)−Ti j
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Where Ti and Tj are each partner’s tax liability if they were to file as single, and Ti j is the

couple’s tax liability if they were to file jointly. We use income from all available sources, number

of children, and state of residence when calculating the observed marriage subsidy.15 A positive

value of the marriage subsidy indicates a decline in tax liability and, hence, an increase in after-

tax income as a result of marriage. Variation in the observed marriage subsidy is driven not only

by the couple’s total earned income but also by the partners’ earned income split, which are the

horizontal and vertical axes, respectively, in Figure 1. We report the means and standard deviations

of the couple’s observed and predicted earned income, earnings split, combined marriage subsidy,

federal marriage subsidy, and state marriage subsidy in Table 2.16 The average married couple that

we observe in the American Community Survey, as described later, expected to retain $1,331 due

to the combined federal and state marriage subsidy, while cohabiting couples expected to pay about

$511 more than they would if they married. The federal marriage subsidy comprises approximately

88% of the total marriage subsidy for this sample.

In this paper, we leverage variation in marriage incentives created by both the state and federal

tax codes given the relevant level of marriage recognition at the time. Figure 3 provides an illus-

tration of the nature of our variation, averaged at the state-year level. Same-sex marriages began

to be legalized by states in 2004. Then, the 2013 United States v. Windsor Supreme Court ruling

required that the federal government recognize same-sex marriages in states that had previously

legalized it, and the 2015 Obergefell v. Hodges ruling required that all states permit same-sex mar-

riages. The figure begins with blue lines that capture both the beginning of state recognition and tax

progressivity in those states. Red lines indicate the average marriage subsidy arising from federal

recognition and reflect federal tax progressivity. Purple lines indicate the average marriage subsidy

arising from, ultimately, state and federal recognition. We control separately for the legalization

of marriage, which occurs at the state level (though latterly in response to federal action), and the

15. By “observed marriage subsidy” we mean the marriage subsidy calculated by applying the relevant tax code to a couple’s reported income
from all available sources, and will distinguish this measure from the “predicted marriage subsidy” calculated from predicted earned income. We
do not directly observe tax liabilities in the American Community Survey, but instead use the NBER TAXSIM simulator to calculate tax liabilities
and the marriage subsidy.

16. We assume that all couples claim the standard deduction and do not itemize. We also assume that the partner with higher earned income (or
higher predicted earned income, in the case of the predicted marriage subsidy) claims any dependent children if they file as single. In reality, only
the biological or adoptive parent would be able to claim the couple’s dependent children if they are unmarried, but we cannot observe biological or
adoptive relationships to children of same-sex partners in the American Community Survey.
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tax recognition of marriage, which varies by whether it occurs at the state or federal level or both.

As illustrated in Figure 3, the state tax codes did introduce some marriage incentives through the

marriage subsidy, but the majority of the variation we leverage in this paper was created by federal

marriage recognition following the United States v. Windsor ruling, which exposed couples to the

substantial progressivity of the federal tax schedule.

3 Empirical Strategy

Our goal is to estimate the causal effect of the marriage subsidy on the probability that a couple is

married. We use a sample of married and cohabiting couples to estimate this relationship, so we

are considering only individuals who are in romantic relationships. Our research design exploits

variation in the strength of marriage incentives across states and variation in marriage legality

within states over time. All of our specifications take the following form:

Marriedcst = β0 +β1Marriage Subsidycst +β2Legal Marriagest +β3Xcst +δt +µs + vcst (1)

Married is a binary variable that takes a value of one if couple c in state s in year t is married,

and Legal Marriage is a binary variable that takes a value of one if state s in year t has legalized

same-sex marriage. We control for the Marriage Subsidy separately from Legal Marriage, so

the coefficient β1 on Marriage Subsidy isolates the effect of the tax code from the overall effect

of access to legal marriage on the probability of being married, which is a primary concern, for

instance, of Carpenter et al. (2018), and is captured by β2 in our specification. Xcst includes controls

for the couple’s sex, racial composition, the presence of children, the partners’ ages and education

levels, and for whether the couple’s state of residence expanded Medicaid under the Affordable

Care Act.

δt and µs are year and state fixed effects, respectively. Year fixed effects will capture time-

varying shocks that may affect same-sex marriage rates, such as changing national attitudes about

same-sex relationships that may be correlated with the Windsor or Obergefell rulings. State fixed
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effects will capture, among other characteristics, overall state attitudes toward same-sex relation-

ships and local discrimination against LGBT individuals, which may be correlated with the state’s

decision to legalize same-sex marriages (Gao and Zhang 2016).

Estimating Equation 1 using OLS may be problematic for several reasons. First, measurement

error in the Marriage Subsidy variable may introduce bias into the OLS estimates. Income in the

ACS is measured with error, although we cannot say for sure that it is classical. Also, we do not

observe enough about the household to determine its exact tax liability and hence its marriage

subsidy, and we cannot say whether this source of measurement error is classical.

Second, it is possible that omitted variables in the error term are correlated with the marriage

subsidy through both attitudes toward marriage recognition and toward labor supply in the LGBT

community. This would introduce omitted variables bias. For example, if unobservable social

norms are related to marriage rates, then Equation 1 becomes:

Marriedcst = β0+β1Marriage Subsidycst +β2Legal Marriagest +β3Xcst +δt +µs+β4Norms+ωcst︸ ︷︷ ︸
vcst

(2)

Norms indicate social norms that might be state-time varying, and ωcst is an idiosyncratic error.

Because social norms are unobservable, they are included in the overall error term, vcst . Unob-

servable social norms within the LGBT community that influence marriage rates and labor supply

within the couple (and, therefore, the marriage subsidy) would not be a problem if they are un-

correlated with marriage recognition. However, if unobservable norms are positively correlated

marriage recognition and also drive greater earnings equality within same-sex couples (reducing

the marriage subsidy), then our OLS estimates would be biased downward. On the other hand, if

unobservable norms are positively correlated with marriage recognition and also drive more tra-

ditional household specialization (raising the marriage subsidy), then our OLS estimates would

be biased upward. Overall, we observe relatively more equal earners in same-sex couples than in

different-sex couples (Figure 4), suggesting that the first situation may be more likely, but this does
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not reveal whether norms altered the average earnings split in recent years.17,18

Third, and most importantly, labor supply of married couples may change in response to mar-

riage itself or to the same tax progressivity that causes non-neutrality of marriage. Isaac (2019b)

demonstrates that changes in marginal tax rates for already-married couples following Windsor

caused secondary earners in same-sex married couples to reduce their labor supply. This kind of

labor supply response to marriage alters the observed marriage subsidy, introducing bias into an

OLS estimate of the effect of the observed marriage subsidy on the probability of being married.

The direction of simultaneity bias in this situation can be difficult to predict, and depends on the

magnitude of the relationship between the marriage subsidy and marriage itself, but our results

suggest that this kind of simultaneity may bias our OLS estimates upward.19

These problems can be addressed by instrumenting for the observed (with error) marriage sub-

sidy. We use an instrumental variables strategy based on a simulated instrument. The first-stage

equation is:

Marriage Subsidycst = α0 +α1Predicted Marriage Subsidycst +α2Legal Marriagest

+α3Xcst +δt +µs +ucst

(3)

And the second-stage equation is:

Marriedcst = β0 +β1 ̂Marriage Subsidycst +β2Legal Marriagest +β3Xcst +δt +µs + εcst (4)

̂Marriage Subsidycst is the fitted value from Equation 3. The idea is to use characteristics of

the couple to predict individual earnings and then use predicted earnings to compute a predicted

marriage subsidy, which we use as an instrument for the observed marriage subsidy. Following the

general methods of Dahl and Lochner (2012) and Isaac (2019b), we predict earned income for each

individual and use predicted earned income and the NBER TAXSIM simulator to calculate each

17. Isaac (2019b) also observed more equal earner couples among same-sex couples relative to different-sex couples. Although they do not
explicitly report this statistic, we believe this is the case for Hansen, Martell, and Roncolato (2019) and Sansone (2019), as well, based on their
descriptive statistics and exposition. Those papers both examine the effect of same-sex marriage legalization on labor supply.

18. Using different-sex couples as a comparison group might control for unobservable state-level changes if they were similarly affected by
earnings equality norms.

19. A bigger marriage subsidy generates an income effect, potentially reducing labor supply of both spouses. However, it also raises the marginal
tax rate on the lower/secondary earner and reduces it on the higher/primary earner.
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couple’s predicted marriage subsidy. We implement a machine learning LASSO approach for the

predictions. Identification of β1 comes from the gradual rollout of same-sex marriage recognition

at the state and federal levels and exposure to state and federal marriage subsidies as a result. We

also gradually add controls for both partners’ predicted earnings to ensure that our identification

comes purely from predicted changes in the marriage subsidy due to legal marriage recognition,

rather than omitting predicted earnings and introducing correlation between the error term and the

predicted marriage subsidy.

Our instrumental variables strategy alleviates the measurement error, omitted variables bias,

and endogeneity concerns discussed earlier by leveraging tax variation in the predicted marriage

subsidy generated by state and federal same-sex marriage legalization and recognition. We also

consider heterogeneous effects of the marriage subsidy depending on whether the couple has chil-

dren, whether the partners are male or female, and by household earnings. We also find that our

estimates are robust to including state-by-year fixed effects, which further control for state-time

varying unobservables that may affect same-sex marriage rates or the state’s decision to legalize

same-sex marriages, and robust to controlling for marriage incentives introduced by the Affordable

Care Act’s premium tax credit.

4 Data

We use the 2012–2017 waves of the American Community Survey to construct a sample of same-

sex married and cohabiting couples. We restrict the sample to couples where both partners are

between 18–60 years old and are no more than 20 years apart in age. Our main sample includes

36,323 couples (20,585 cohabiting couples and 15,738 married couples).20

20. If a same-sex couple reports themselves to be married even though they reside in a state that does not recognize same-sex marriages, then we
assume the couple married in a state that did recognize same-sex marriages. We treat them as ineligible for the state marriage subsidy until after
state legalization or Obergefell.
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4.1 Predicted Earnings

To alleviate concerns outlined above about endogeneity in the observed couple-specific marriage

subsidy, we follow the general methods of Dahl and Lochner (2012) and Isaac (2019b) by predict-

ing earned income for each individual and using predicted earned income and the NBER TAXSIM

simulator to calculate each couple’s predicted marriage subsidy. We implement a machine learn-

ing LASSO approach for the predictions. The LASSO is a model selection method that uses a

penalized regression to select the covariates that best predict earned income using OLS (Tibshi-

rani 2011).21 This approach enables us to include a large number of covariates and interactions

while allowing the LASSO to select the subset of variables that best fit the data. Variables that

we included, but which the LASSO may have ultimately ignored, include five year age groups,

four education level groups, number of children, dummies for race, sex, occupation, college major,

and state, as well as pairwise interactions between all of these variables. We limit our prediction

sample to individuals observed in 2012 so that our predictions do not reflect potential labor supply

responses to the policies we study.22

We first use a LASSO to predict whether each individual has positive earnings using a linear

probability model. We convert these predicted probabilities into a binary variable by setting a

threshold in the distribution of predicted positive earnings such that the binary variable has the

same observed sample mean of having positive predicted earnings (0.885). This threshold is 0.791

in our sample, meaning that if the predicted probability of having positive earnings is less than

0.791, then we assign $0 in predicted earnings to that individual. For individuals who have positive

predicted earnings (because the predicted probability is greater than the threshold), we predict their

earnings using coefficients from a LASSO regression of earnings in levels, estimated on a sample

of individuals observed in 2012 with positive observed earnings. The LASSO regression output is

available upon request.

Figure 5 displays kernel densities for reported and predicted earned income for both the higher-

21. The LASSO is similar to a ridge regression, but uses an L1 norm constraint rather than the L2 norm constraint as in the ridge regression.
22. We also followed this process using all years of the ACS and adding year fixed effects to the list of covariates and interactions. Our main

findings using all years are slightly smaller in magnitude than those we present below and remain highly significant. They are available upon
request.
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earning and lower-earning member of each couple. The R2 of the LASSO regression for having

positive earned income is 0.454 and the R2 of the LASSO regression for earned income conditional

on having positive earnings is 0.299; the prediction process correctly predicts which partner is

the higher earner 66.4% of the time; and the mean predicted earnings split is 0.645 compared to

the mean reported earnings split of 0.731, all of which suggest a reasonably accurate prediction

process.23 However, Figure 6 compares the joint distribution of the couple’s total earned income

and the earnings split between partners for reported and predicted earned income, and suggests

that the prediction process tends to understate earned income. This is corroborated in Table 2 and

Appendix Table A1, which shows that the means of predicted earned income (in levels) are smaller

than the means of reported earned income.

We use predicted earned income and the NBER TAXSIM simulator to calculate the predicted

marriage subsidy for each couple. We focus on earned income only rather than total income be-

cause positive income from other sources is infrequent and often small, making it more difficult

to predict accurately. We calculate the tax liability as a function of only predicted earned income,

number of children, and state of residence.24 As reported in Table 2, we obtain more compressed

variation in predicted marriage subsidies relative to actual marriage subsidies. This is due to the

lower overall levels of predicted earned income relative to reported earned income and the fact that

we use only predicted earned income, number of children, and state of residence to calculate the

predicted marriage subsidy, instead of using predicted income from all sources. Nevertheless, as

we show later, we obtain a strong first-stage estimate.

Table 2 also makes clear that the majority of the variation in the combined federal and state mar-

riage subsidy is due to the federal subsidy rather than the state subsidy. The mean state marriage

subsidy is only 3.9–11.5% of the mean combined federal and state marriage subsidy. Therefore,

our identification of the effect of the marriage subsidy on the probability of being married comes

mostly from the federal subsidy and the United States v. Windsor ruling.

23. These mean earnings splits are for married and cohabiting couples combined and are conditional on having positive observed household
earned income. Table 2 reports these mean values separately for married and cohabiting couples.

24. We are therefore assuming that having children is exogenously determined with respect to marital status and any tax-induced child subsidies.
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4.2 Demographics

Table 3 presents couple-level summary statistics for same-sex married and cohabiting couples in

the 2012–2017 waves of the American Community Survey. 43.3% of our sample of same-sex

couples are married. Married couples are more likely to be female and to have children, and are

also older and have lower employment compared to cohabiting couples. Although our analysis

uses the couple as the unit of observation, Appendix Table A1 presents individual-level summary

statistics for each partner based on predicted earning status.

We are also interested in knowing how many same-sex couples married after first cohabiting in

order to more clearly understand the cohabitation and marriage margin we study in this paper. The

ACS does not allow us to answer this question because it does not ask about past relationship status,

but we can obtain a rough estimate using the 2014 Survey of Income and Program Participation

(SIPP). The 2014 panel was the first SIPP panel to differentiate between same-sex and different-

sex partnerships, and therefore allows us to follow individuals over time conditional on observing

them as either unmarried or married partners.

Table 4 presents relationship transitions for individuals in same-sex relationships (Panel A) and

different-sex relationships (Panel B) that we can observe for at least 2 years. Among newly married

same-sex couples (couples we observe as married in year t and not married in year t − 1), 85.9%

were cohabiting the year before. In contrast, among newly married different-sex couples, 62.1%

were cohabiting the year before. It should be noted, however, that the SIPP is much smaller than

the ACS, leading to a very small sample of same-sex couples in the SIPP, as shown in Table 4.

In addition, we are only able to observe individuals who either cohabit or marry in 2013, 2014,

or 2015, meaning that our estimates may be understated if the cohabitation rate among same-sex

couples was higher before Windsor.
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5 Results

We estimate six main models. Our baseline model is a simple average effect of the marriage

subsidy on the probability of being married, the second allows the effect of the marriage subsidy to

vary for each policy change, and the third allows the effect of the federal marriage subsidy to differ

from the effect of the state marriage subsidy. The remaining models estimate heterogeneous effects

of the marriage subsidy depending on whether the couple has children, whether the partners are

male or female, and by household earnings. For each of these models, we gradually add controls

for the couple’s predicted earned income and predicted earned income split to ensure that our

estimated marriage subsidy effect is driven by tax variation and not by our predicted earnings

process.

5.1 Baseline Estimates

Table 5 presents the OLS and IV estimates of the effect of the combined federal and state marriage

subsidy on the probability of being married, with the first-stage coefficients reported in the bottom

panel.25 The first-stage coefficients are highly significant, and range between 0.5 and 0.7. The

first-stage coefficients likely differ from one because we only use predicted earned income instead

of income from all sources and because labor supply changes upon marriage.

The OLS estimates reveal that a $1,000 increase in the total marriage subsidy causes a 0.4–

0.6 percentage point increase (0.9–1.4%) in the probability of being married, which implies a

marriage-subsidy elasticity of 0.009–0.011 (p < 0.01). Although these estimates are very small,

they are statistically significant and are similar in magnitude to some others found in the literature

(e.g., by Alm and Whittington 1995; Eissa and Hoynes 2003; Bastian 2017; Michelmore 2018).

As noted earlier, however, OLS estimates of the effect of the marriage subsidy on marriage may

be biased due to measurement error, omitted variables, or endogeneity due to labor supply changes

that are caused by marriage. We use an instrumental variables strategy to address these concerns,

in which we instrument for the observed marriage subsidy with the predicted marriage subsidy.26

25. Table A2 presents the baseline OLS and reduced form estimates.
26. Recall that we use income from all sources, number of children, and state when calculating the observed marriage subsidy, and only use

17



The instrumental variables estimates are substantially larger than the OLS estimates and remain

statistically significant at the 1% level. We estimate that a $1,000 increase in the combined federal

and state marriage subsidy causes a 1.2–1.5 percentage point increase (2.8–3.5%) in the probability

of being married. Although these estimates are significantly larger than the OLS estimates, they

translate to relatively small marriage-subsidy elasticities of 0.025–0.030 (p < 0.01), which are

consistent with some estimates found in the literature (e.g., by Alm and Whittington 1995; Dickert-

Conlin and Houser 2002; Eissa and Hoynes 2003; Herbst 2011), but are smaller than some others

(e.g., by Alm and Whittington 1999; Fisher 2013; Gayle and Shephard 2019). None of these

estimates are sensitive to the inclusion of controls for the couple’s predicted earnings or predicted

earnings split; the goal of these additional specifications is to isolate the variation arising from the

tax code exclusive of the predicted level of and split in earnings.

It is also notable that access to legal same-sex marriage at the state level increases the probability

of being married by 6.8 percentage points (15.7%), controlling for the tax-related effect. This

estimate is smaller than those from Carpenter et al. (2018), but corroborate their main conclusions

that access to legal same-sex marriage in one’s state increases marriage rates.

5.2 Heterogeneous Effects

Table 6 presents instrumental variables estimates from models that allow the effect of the marriage

subsidy to vary for each policy change or that allow the effect of the federal marriage subsidy

to differ from the effect of the state marriage subsidy.27 We find that the marriage subsidy had

an effect that was larger in magnitude, but was insignificant, before United States v. Windsor,

had a slightly larger and significant effect of 1.7–2.0 percentage points per $1,000 as a result of

Windsor and post-Windsor state legalization, and had a slightly smaller and significant effect of

1.0–1.2 percentage points per $1,000 after Obergefell compared to the baseline estimates in Table

5. These effects suggest that the introduction of the federal marriage subsidy due to Windsor plays

an important role in our estimation.

predicted earned income, number of children, and state when calculating the predicted marriage subsidy.
27. Table A3 presents the corresponding OLS estimates, Table A4 presents the corresponding reduced form estimates, and Table A5 presents all

coefficients from the IV specification.
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The second specification in Table 6 allows the effect of the federal marriage subsidy to differ

from the effect of the state marriage subsidy. We find that our main estimates are driven almost

entirely by variation in the federal marriage subsidy as opposed to the state subsidy. Our findings

corroborate Light and Omori (2008), who find no significant effect of the state marriage tax penalty

on the probability of marrying or divorcing. However, the standard errors on our state marriage

subsidy estimates are large, and we cannot determine whether this reflects weaker identification

arising from less state progressivity or reduced salience of state income taxes.

Table 7 explores heterogeneous effects of the marriage subsidy depending on whether the couple

has children and whether the partners are male or female.28 We do not find evidence of hetero-

geneous effects by the presence of children, although couples with children are more likely to be

married overall. We do estimate significantly different effects by sex, and we conclude that male

couples are more responsive to the marriage subsidy than female couples.29 Note that there should

be a mechanical equivalence of the effect of the marriage subsidy among women and men in stud-

ies of different-sex couples because they marry each other. However, this equivalency no longer

exists in our context, and so our estimates of the effect of the marriage subsidy by sex may speak

more broadly to differences in behavioral responses to taxes. In this case, we conclude that men

are more responsive across the marriage margin in response to changes in the marriage subsidy.30

Finally, Figure 7 displays the marriage subsidy elasticity estimate and 95% confidence intervals

implied by point estimates from an instrumental variables specification that interacts the marriage

subsidy with a 5th-order polynomial in household earned income. This specification includes all

baseline covariates described above in addition to the un-interacted 5th-order polynomial in house-

hold earned income, but does not include the other expanded income controls. These results imply

larger marriage subsidy elasticities for households earning less than $215,000 relative to our base-

28. Table A6 presents the corresponding OLS estimates, Table A7 presents the corresponding reduced form estimates and Table A8 presents all
coefficients from the IV specification.

29. The male and female estimates in columns 2 and 4 of Table 7 are significantly different at the 10% level. The male and female estimates in
column 6 of Table 7 are significantly different at the 5% level.

30. We also estimated our models separately for couples between 18–55 years old and couples who are 56 years old or above. In these specifi-
cations, the magnitude of the effect of the marriage subsidy is similar between age groups, but the coefficients among the older group are rarely
significant. The coefficient on the Legal Marriage dummy variable is only significant for the younger age group (it is smaller in magnitude, but
still positive, for the older age group), and the coefficient on the Male dummy variable is positive and significant for the older age group (it is
insignificant for the younger age group). These results are available upon request.
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line elasticity of 0.025 (displayed in Figure 7 as the dashed black line), but our estimates remain in-

line with others from the literature (e.g., Alm and Whittington 1995; Dickert-Conlin and Houser

2002; Eissa and Hoynes 2003; Herbst 2011; Gayle and Shephard 2019). We estimate smaller

elasticities for higher earning households, which remain statistically significant up to $618,000 in

household earnings. We use the point estimates from this specification to simulate the effect of the

Tax Cuts and Jobs Act on the probability of marrying in Section 6.

5.3 Robustness

It is still possible that state-level attitudes toward same-sex relationships and discrimination against

LGBT individuals may be correlated with the state’s decision to legalize same-sex marriage. It is

also possible that state-time varying social norms within the LGBT community continue to con-

found our estimates. To address these concerns, we replace the separate state and year fixed effects

in our main models with state-by-year fixed effects, and re-estimate our baseline specification and

the specification that allows the effect of the federal marriage subsidy to differ from the effect of

the state marriage subsidy. The state-by-year fixed effects will capture state-time varying shocks

and unobservables that may affect same-sex marriage rates or the state’s decision to legalize same-

sex marriages. This specification no longer allows us to identify and estimate coefficients on the

Legal Marriage and state Medicaid expansion dummy variables, but leaves intact the federal and

state marriage subsidy variation. Identification of the effect of the federal subsidy should be similar

in this context as in our main specifications because the Windsor ruling affected all same-sex mar-

ried couples regardless of where they live or whether their state of residence recognized same-sex

marriage. Identification of the effect of the state marriage subsidy is weaker, however, because it

is no longer driven by state same-sex marriage legalization, but instead driven by cross-sectional

variation in predicted earnings and number of children.

Table 8 presents these estimates. All of our first stage estimates continue to be highly significant.

Our main estimates that use the combined federal and state subsidy are essentially unchanged.

When separating the effect of the federal and state subsidies, this specification with state-by-year

20



fixed effects shows a slightly smaller effect of the federal subsidy, but it remains significant. The

coefficient on the state subsidy is positive as in our main estimates, but it remains insignificant

with slightly larger standard errors, which may reflect weaker identification. Overall, it does not

appear that state-time varying omitted variables are confounding our estimates of the effect of the

marriage subsidy on the probability of being married.

The 2014 Affordable Care Act (ACA) also introduced marriage incentives in the tax code via

the tax credit available to households with income between 100–400% of the federal poverty line

who purchased health insurance through the federal or state marketplaces. The ACA tax credit can

introduce marriage incentives depending upon the age-adjusted premium for each partner and the

partners’ income split because unmarried couples are considered separate health insurance units

for the purposes of the tax credit. Following Frean, Gruber, and Sommers (2017), we use data on

ACA plan premiums from the HIX Compare dataset, made available by the Robert Wood Johnson

Foundation, which allows us to identify the second-lowest-cost Silver plan in each rating area. We

use the ACA age multipliers to obtain age-specific premiums, and map the rating areas to counties,

using the mean county premium for counties that fall within multiple rating areas.31 We define

the ACA marriage subsidy as the difference between the joint tax credit if the couple is married

and the sum of the individual tax credits if the couple is unmarried.32 Table 2 displays summary

statistics of our ACA marriage subsidy measure. The ACA marriage subsidy is small relative to

the federal marriage subsidy from the income tax code. Same-sex couples in 2015–2017 (tax years

2014–2016) in our sample faced an average ACA marriage subsidy of only $4-5, but, conditional

on receiving any ACA marriage subsidy or penalty, couples faced an ACA marriage subsidy of

approximately $400, on average.

Table 9 presents estimates controlling for the ACA marriage subsidy. All of our first stage esti-

31. We are only able to match 60% of our 2015–2017 observations (tax years 2014–2016) to the plan premium data because the publicly available
ACS does not identify all counties and because the HIX Compare data do not include premiums in 2014 from states that operated their own
marketplaces. We also account for interactions between Medicaid eligibility and the ACA premium tax credit, so that individuals in our sample
(and their children) who are eligible for Medicaid are not eligible to receive a premium tax credit. We obtained Medicaid income limits for childless
adults, parents, children less than 1, children between 1-5 years old, and children between 6-18 years old from the Kaiser Family Foundation (Kaiser
2018).

32. We calculate the ACA tax credit based on federal adjusted gross income obtained from TAXSIM, assuming that each individual pays the same
premium for the entire calendar year and the predicted higher earner claims any dependent children if the couple is unmarried. We follow IRS form
8962, which contains instructions to calculate each health insurance unit’s ACA tax credit.
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mates continue to be highly significant. Our main estimates of the effect of the marriage subsidy on

the probability of marrying are essentially unchanged, and the coefficient on the marriage subsidy

from the ACA tax credit is negative and insignificant in all specifications. Overall, we conclude

that marriage incentives created by the ACA tax credit are not confounding our main estimates.

6 The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act

In this section, we use our estimates of the effect of the marriage subsidy to simulate changes

in the probability of being married as a result of the 2018 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA). The

TCJA generally increased the marriage subsidy (or decreased the marriage penalty) for many high-

earning couples by reducing progressivity: at the low end of the tax schedule by increasing the

standard deduction and adjusting the married-filing jointly tax brackets to be roughly double those

of the single tax brackets, and at the high end by reducing marginal tax rates. Our estimates suggest,

therefore, that the TCJA likely increased the probability of marrying, although the highly non-

uniform changes, both across the earnings distribution and depending on the split of earnings for

the same household earnings total, means that some couples faced dramatic increases in marriage

incentives while others faced less pronounced increases. Figure 1 displays the marriage subsidy in

2017 and 2018 as a function of the number of children, the couple’s total earned income, and the

split in the partners’ earned incomes. Many childless or high-earning couples shifted from facing

a marriage penalty to a marriage subsidy, and the marriage subsidy increased on net for all couples

earning more than roughly $250,000. Couples at very low income levels saw little change, and in

some cases faced lower marriage subsidies (or higher marriage penalties).

We use estimates from our household earnings heterogeneity specification for this exercise.33

We multiply these point estimates by the simulated dollar change in the marriage subsidy between

2017 and 2018 for each unmarried cohabiting couple in our ACS sample to calculate the change in

the marriage probability as a percentage of the base marriage rate.

Figure 8 illustrates our simulated changes in the probability of being married throughout the

33. Figure 7 displays the elasticities implied by these estimates.
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earned income and earned income split distribution. The figure shows the simulated change in

the probability of being married among cohabiting couples as a result of the TCJA along with the

mean change within each $10,000 earnings bin. While the figure shows little average change in

the probability of being married for cohabiting couples earning less than $230,000, the estimated

changes for most households with the same total earnings is in the range of a five percent increase

or decrease. In contrast, the figure shows increasingly positive changes in the probability of being

married for cohabiting couples earning $240,000 and above, with essentially all cohabiting couples

earning above $350,000 facing an increase in marriage incentives because the TCJA increased the

marriage subsidy (or decreased the penalty) for almost all cohabiting couples in this range.

The location of these strong marriage incentives in the earned income distribution is noteworthy.

Although the range of estimates is wide, there is essentially no change in marriage incentives for

cohabiting couples earning less than $230,000 because the relative joint tax liability for these

couples would not have changed on average if they were to marry. In contrast, the relative joint

tax liability for cohabiting couples earning $240,000 and above would have decreased, on average,

resulting in strengthened marriage incentives, especially for the highest earners.

7 Conclusion

The staggered rollout of marriage recognition at the state and federal levels meant that same-sex

couples were exposed to varying levels of state and federal marriage incentives through the income

tax code. In this paper, we provide new evidence of the effects of taxes on the probability of being

married using a sample of same-sex married and cohabiting couples from the 2012–2017 American

Community Surveys, along with recent state and federal tax variation created by same-sex marriage

legalization and recognition.

We use a machine learning LASSO approach to construct a simulated instrument for each cou-

ple’s observed marriage subsidy by predicting earned income for each individual and using the

NBER TAXSIM simulator to calculate the couple’s predicted marriage subsidy. This approach

allows us to exploit plausibly exogenous variation in the marriage subsidy. The majority of the
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variation we leverage originates from the federal marriage subsidy and the United States v. Wind-

sor ruling, with modest, additional variation due to state legalization and the Obergefell v. Hodges

ruling.

Our instrumental variables estimates imply that a $1,000 increase in the total marriage subsidy

causes a 1.2–1.5 percentage point increase (2.8–3.5%) in the probability of being married, implying

a marriage-subsidy elasticity of 0.025–0.030. We conclude that our main estimates are driven by

variation in the federal subsidy rather than the state subsidy. We also do not find heterogeneous

effects of the marriage subsidy either by the presence of children, but we do estimate significantly

different elasticities between male and female couples. Our estimates are smaller than some in the

literature, but remain consistent with others (e.g., those from Alm and Whittington 1995; Dickert-

Conlin and Houser 2002; Eissa and Hoynes 2003; Herbst 2011).

Finally, we use our point estimates to simulate changes in the probability of being married as a

result of the 2018 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. Our simulations suggest that there were small changes in

the probability of being married, averaging to about zero, for cohabiting couples earning less than

$230,000, and that there were sizable increases, on average, in the probability of being married

for high-earning cohabiting couples. Our analysis not only speaks to the particular economic

changes facing same-sex couples, but also offers an opportunity to learn more about couples’

responsiveness to marriage incentives more generally.
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Table 1
Treatment Effects Resulting From the Recognition of Same-Sex Marriage

Treatment

Legalization
State

marriage subsidy
Federal

marriage subsidy
2004–2012 State legalization pre-Windsor X X
2013 United States v. Windsor X
2013–2014 State legalization post-Windsor X X X
2015– Obergefell v. Hodges X X X
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Table 2
Couple-Level Reported and Predicted Earnings Statistics

Married couples Cohabiting couples

Reported earnings 126,327.93 105,837.67
(119,834.05) (105,403.75)

Predicted earnings 111,497.42 103,325.29
(58,092.51) (54,421.64)

Reported earnings split 0.744 0.721
(0.201) (0.173)

Predicted earnings split 0.648 0.642
(0.195) (0.179)

Fed + st marriage subsidy 1,330.76 511.44
(reported income) (5,495.38) (3,232.23)

Fed + st marriage subsidy 768.93 505.90
(predicted earned income) (1,924.38) (1,474.64)

Fed marriage subsidy 1,177.47 453.11
(reported income) (4,938.27) (3,033.88)

Fed marriage subsidy 712.71 485.93
(predicted earned income) (1,680.53) (1,308.19)

St marriage subsidy 153.29 58.32
(reported income) (1,026.03) (607.17)

St marriage subsidy 56.23 19.96
(predicted earned income) (398.77) (299.38)

ACA marriage subsidya 4.30 5.07
(70.60) (61.85)

Conditional ACA marriage 404.20 395.03
subsidyb (556.73) (380.69)

Observations 15,738 20,585
Notes: The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys and

include same-sex married and cohabiting couples where both partners are between
18–60 years old and are no more than 20 years apart in age. The earnings split
means are conditional on the couple having positive reported earnings.
a: This ACA marriage subsidy measure is for 2015–2017 observations only (tax
years 2014–2016).
b: This ACA marriage subsidy measure is for 2015–2017 observations only (tax
years 2014–2016) and is conditional on having a non-zero subsidy or penalty.
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Table 3
Couple-Level Demographic Characteristics

Married couples Cohabiting couples

Male 0.465 0.502
(0.499) (0.500)

Female 0.535 0.498
(0.499) (0.500)

Partners are the same 0.794 0.758
race (0.405) (0.428)

Age of older partner 46.046 43.093
(9.660) (10.903)

Age of younger partner 41.575 38.146
(9.673) (10.399)

Age difference between 4.471 4.947
partners (4.144) (4.414)

Education of more 15.621 15.384
educated partner (2.459) (2.259)

Education of less 13.763 13.546
educated partner (3.010) (2.590)

Education difference 1.857 1.838
between partners (2.257) (2.092)

Any dependent children 0.314 0.162
(0.464) (0.369)

Conditional number of 1.817 1.697
dependent children (0.979) (0.952)

Both partners work 0.779 0.815
(0.415) (0.389)

Both partners work 0.783 0.818
(predicted) (0.412) (0.386)

Only 1 partner works 0.193 0.157
(0.395) (0.364)

Only 1 partner works 0.182 0.153
(predicted) (0.386) (0.360)

Neither partner works 0.028 0.028
(0.165) (0.166)

Neither partner works 0.035 0.029
(predicted) (0.184) (0.168)

Observations 15,738 20,585
Notes: The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys

and include same-sex married and cohabiting couples where both partners
are between 18–60 years old and are no more than 20 years apart in age.
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Table 4
Relationship Transitions in the 2014 SIPP

Panel A: Same-Sex Couples

Conditional on being:

Transitioned from: Single Cohabiting Married

Single 0.411 0.183 0.047

Cohabiting 0.522 0.751 0.287

Married 0.067 0.066 0.667

Observations 90 213 150
Panel B: Different-Sex Couples

Conditional on being:

Transitioned from: Single Cohabiting Married

Single 0.319 0.163 0.022

Cohabiting 0.325 0.736 0.036

Married 0.356 0.101 0.941

Observations 2,465 3,591 22,153
Notes: The data come from waves 1-3 of the 2014 Survey

of Income and Program Participation and include same-sex
married and cohabiting couples where both partners are be-
tween 18–60 years old and are no more than 20 years apart
in age. The statistics are at the individual level, and include
individuals we observe for two years. Each row represents
the relationship status in year t − 1, and each column rep-
resents the relationship status in year t. The relationship
transition statistics in each column sum to 1, meaning that
the transitions are conditional on relationship status in year
t.
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Table 5
Baseline OLS and IV Estimates of the Effect of the Marriage Subsidy on the Probability of Being Married

No income controls Expanded income controls

OLS IV OLS IV OLS IV

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.005*** 0.014*** 0.006*** 0.015*** 0.004*** 0.012***

(0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003)

Legal marriage 0.069*** 0.068*** 0.068*** 0.068*** 0.069*** 0.068***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

State expanded Medicaid 0.006 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.005
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Male 0.002 0.000 -0.002 -0.002 -0.003 -0.004
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Couple has children 0.222*** 0.210*** 0.220*** 0.208*** 0.219*** 0.209***
(0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.008)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.006*** 0.005*** 0.004*** 0.004** 0.004*** 0.003**
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)

Partners’ education difference -0.002* -0.003** -0.001 -0.002* -0.002 -0.002*
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.037***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) 0.001*** 0.001 0.001*** 0.002***
(0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001)

Zero earner family 0.065*** 0.078***
(0.018) (0.022)

Partners’ earnings split 0.088*** 0.044**
(0.014) (0.019)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

1st stage coefficient 0.552*** 0.556*** 0.653***
(0.014) (0.014) (0.019)

[1,650.717] [1,483.255] [1,199.147]

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in

parentheses and Sanderson and Windmeijer (2016) F-statistics are in brackets. All specifications also include year and state
fixed effects. In specifications using expanded income controls, the OLS specifications use reported earnings measures and the
IV specifications use predicted earnings measures. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys. All
marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and include both federal and state taxes. We instrument for the observed
marriage subsidy (calculated from reported income from all available sources, number of children, and state of residence) with
the predicted marriage subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and state of residence).
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Table 6
Heterogeneous IV Estimates by Treatment Effect

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy × 0.018 0.022 0.018

pre-Windsor (0.050) (0.050) (0.050)

Marriage subsidy × 0.018*** 0.020*** 0.017***
post-Windsor, pre-Obergefell (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Marriage subsidy × 0.011*** 0.012*** 0.010***
post-Obergefell (0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

Fed. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.014*** 0.015*** 0.013***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

St. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.010 0.013 0.010
(0.018) (0.017) (0.018)

Legal marriage 0.066*** 0.068*** 0.066*** 0.068*** 0.066*** 0.068***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Additional controls for:
Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) X X X X
Zero earner family X X
Partners’ earnings split X X

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

1st stage coefficient 1 0.820*** 0.594*** 0.819*** 0.591*** 0.820*** 0.690***
(0.013) (0.017) (0.013) (0.017) (0.013) (0.021)

[4,144.639] [1,705.317] [4,144.639] [1,522.540] [4,144.639] [1,389.528]

1st stage coefficient 2 0.536*** 0.493*** 0.537*** 0.508*** 0.564*** 0.508***
(0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.016) (0.015)

[1,524.595] [1,421.080] [1,524.595] [1,495.279] [1,524.595] [1,382.843]

1st stage coefficient 3 0.594*** 0.597*** 0.668***
(0.013) (0.014) (0.017)

[1,940.376] [1,940.376] [1,940.376]

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses

and Sanderson and Windmeijer (2016) F-statistics are in brackets. All specifications also include year and state fixed effects, as well as
controls for the couple’s sex, racial composition, the presence of children, the partners’ ages and education levels, and for whether the
couple’s state of residence expanded Medicaid under the Affordable Care Act. In specifications using expanded income controls, the
earnings measures are based on predicted earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys. All marriage
subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s. The federal marriage subsidy variable is the marriage subsidy only from the federal tax
code, and the state marriage subsidy variable is the marriage subsidy only from the state tax code. We instrument for the observed
marriage subsidy (calculated from reported income from all available sources, number of children, and state of residence) with the
predicted marriage subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and state of residence). The reported first
stage coefficients are only those for the relevant instrument. For example, “coefficient 1” in column 1 is the coefficient of the Predicted
Marriage Subsidy × pre-Windsor variable using the outcome Observed Marriage Subsidy × pre-Windsor. “Coefficient 2” in column 1 is
the coefficient of the Predicted Marriage Subsidy × post-Windsor, pre-Obergefell variable using the outcome Observed Marriage Subsidy
× post-Windsor, pre-Obergefell, and so on. The mean marriage rate is 0.245 pre-Windsor, 0.354 post-Windsor and pre-Obergefell, and
0.526 post-Obergefell.
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Table 7
Heterogeneous IV Estimates by Presence of Children and Sex

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy × 0.015*** 0.015*** 0.013***

couple has children (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Marriage subsidy × 0.013*** 0.015*** 0.012**
childless couple (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Marriage subsidy × male 0.017*** 0.019*** 0.017***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

Marriage subsidy × fem. 0.008** 0.010** 0.006
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Legal marriage 0.068*** 0.067*** 0.068*** 0.067*** 0.068*** 0.067***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Additional controls for:
Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) X X X X
Zero earner family X X
Partners’ earnings split X X

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

1st stage coefficient 1 0.858*** 0.582*** 0.862*** 0.574*** 0.895*** 0.616***
(0.014) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016) (0.015)

[3,527.768] [2,094.917] [3,563.095] [2,094.917] [3,008.158] [2,094.917]

1st stage coefficient 2 0.443*** 0.578*** 0.409*** 0.587*** 0.456*** 0.644***
(0.013) (0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018)

[1,157.035] [1,509.543] [849.168] [1,509.543] [699.387] [1,509.543]

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses

and Sanderson and Windmeijer (2016) F-statistics are in brackets. All specifications also include year and state fixed effects, as
well as controls for the couple’s sex, racial composition, the presence of children, the partners’ ages and education levels, and
for whether the couple’s state of residence expanded Medicaid under the Affordable Care Act. In specifications using expanded
income controls, the earnings measures are based on predicted earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community
Surveys. All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and include both federal and state taxes. We instrument for the
observed marriage subsidy (calculated from reported income from all available sources, number of children, and state of residence)
with the predicted marriage subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and state of residence). The
reported first stage coefficients are only those for the relevant instrument. For example, “coefficient 1” in column 1 is the coefficient
of the Predicted Marriage Subsidy × Has Children variable using the outcome Observed Marriage Subsidy × Has Children.
“Coefficient 2” in column 1 is the coefficient of the Predicted Marriage Subsidy × Childless variable using the outcome Observed
Marriage Subsidy × Childless, and so on. The mean marriage rate is 0.597 among couples with children, 0.385 among childless
couples, 0.414 among male couples, and 0.451 among female couples.
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Table 8
IV Estimates Using State-by-Year Fixed Effects

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.013*** 0.015*** 0.012***

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Fed. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.014*** 0.015*** 0.012***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

St. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.010 0.015 0.012
(0.020) (0.020) (0.021)

Additional controls for:
Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) X X X X
Zero earner family X X
Partners’ earnings split X X

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

1st stage coefficient 1 0.551*** 0.594*** 0.554*** 0.590*** 0.652*** 0.689***
(0.014) (0.017) (0.015) (0.017) (0.019) (0.021)

[1,632.082] [1,564.683] [1,632.082] [1,414.828] [1,632.082] [1,374.538]

1st stage coefficient 2 0.439*** 0.454*** 0.453***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

[1,086.675] [1,152.626] [1,054.925]

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses

and Sanderson and Windmeijer (2016) F-statistics are in brackets. All specifications also include state-by-year fixed effects, as well as
controls for the couple’s sex, racial composition, the presence of children, the partners’ ages and education levels, and for whether the
couple’s state of residence expanded Medicaid under the Affordable Care Act. In specifications using expanded income controls, the
earnings measures are based on predicted earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys. All marriage
subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and include both federal and state taxes. We instrument for the observed marriage subsidy
(calculated from reported income from all available sources, number of children, and state of residence) with the predicted marriage
subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and state of residence). The reported first stage coefficients are
only those for the relevant instrument. For example, “coefficient 1” in column 2 is the coefficient of the Predicted Federal Marriage
Subsidy variable using the outcome Observed Federal Marriage Subsidy. “Coefficient 2” in column 2 is the coefficient of the Predicted
State Marriage Subsidy variable using the outcome Observed State Marriage Subsidy, and so on.
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Table 9
IV Estimates Controlling for the ACA Tax Credit

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.014*** 0.015*** 0.011***

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Legal marriage 0.057*** 0.057*** 0.058***
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Marriage subsidy from ACA tax -0.028 -0.028 -0.030
credit ($1,000s) (0.049) (0.049) (0.049)

Additional controls for:
Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) X X
Zero earner family X
Partners’ earnings split X

Mean of dep var 0.404 0.404 0.404

1st stage coefficient 0.561*** 0.566*** 0.650***
(0.015) (0.016) (0.021)

[1,650.717] [1,483.255] [1,199.147]

Observations 28,406 28,406 28,406
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respec-

tively. Standard errors are in parentheses and Sanderson and Windmeijer (2016) F-statistics are
in brackets. All specifications also include year and state fixed effects, as well as controls for
the couple’s sex, racial composition, the presence of children, the partners’ ages and education
levels, and for whether the couple’s state of residence expanded Medicaid under the Affordable
Care Act. In specifications using expanded income controls, the earnings measures are based on
predicted earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys, but we
are only able to match 60% of our 2015–2017 observations (tax years 2014–2016) to the plan
premium data because the publicly available ACS does not identify all counties and because the
HIX Compare data do not include premiums in 2014 from states that operated their own market-
places. All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and include both federal and state
taxes. We instrument for the observed marriage subsidy (calculated from reported income from
all available sources, number of children, and state of residence) with the predicted marriage
subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and state of residence).
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Figure 1
Marriage Taxes from 2017 and 2018

(a) 2017, no children (b) 2018, no children

(c) 2017, one child (d) 2018, one child

(e) 2017, two children (f) 2018, two children

Notes: The data in Figure 1 are generated, and do not originate from the sample we analyze. The marriage subsidy is calculated as a percentage of
total household earnings. We use the NBER TAXSIM simulator to calculate the marriage subsidy assuming no other income nor tax expenditures.
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Figure 2
Timeline of Same-Sex Marriage Recognition

Notes: California legalized same-sex marriage in June 2008, but the statute was suspended by Proposition 8 in November 2008 until the Supreme
Court decision in 2013. Same-sex marriage licenses issued in California between June and November 2008 continued to be recognized by the state.
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Figure 3
Average Marriage Subsidy by State and Year

Notes: The data come from the 2004–2017 Current Population Survey for different-sex potential couples, although in this paper we only use data
from the 2012–2017 American Community Survey. We calculate the marriage subsidy using NBER’s TAXSIM simulator, the average earned
income for single men and single women in each state and year, and the recognition status of same-sex marriages in each state and year. Although
we focus on same-sex couples in this paper, it is not possible to construct samples of same-sex couples in the CPS throughout the full time period.
Figure 3 is simply meant to illustrate the nature of the variation we leverage, the vast majority of which originates from the United States v. Windsor
Supreme Court ruling, with some additional variation originating from state taxes (including the Obergefell v. Hodges ruling).
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Figure 4
Distribution of Couple Earnings Splits

Notes: The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys and includes married and cohabiting couples where both partners are
between 18–60 years old and are no more than 20 years apart in age. Couples have been placed into 5 percentage point bins of partner earned
income splits.
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Figure 5
Earnings Densities

(a) Predicted secondary earners (b) Predicted primary earners

Notes: The LASSO prediction is a two-step process. We first use a LASSO to predict whether each individual has positive earnings using a linear
probability model. We convert these predicted probabilities into a binary variable by setting a threshold in the distribution of predicted positive
earnings such that the binary variable has the same observed sample mean of having positive predicted earnings (0.885). This threshold is 0.791 in
our sample, meaning that if the predicted probability of having positive earnings is less than 0.791, then we assign $0 in predicted earnings to that
individual. For individuals who have positive predicted earnings, we predict their earnings using coefficients from a LASSO regression of earnings
in levels, estimated on a sample of individuals observed in 2012 with positive observed earnings. For illustrative purposes, we display reported
and predicted earned income for predicted secondary and primary earners separately, although we calculate household predicted earned income as
the sum of the partners’ individual predicted earned incomes for estimation. The predicted secondary earner is the partner with lower individual
predicted earned income, and the predicted primary earner is the partner with higher individual predicted earned income.

42



Figure 6
Joint Distribution of Couple Earned Income and Earnings Splits

Notes: The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys. Couples have been placed into $20,000 bins of household earned
income and 5 percentage point bins of partner earned income splits. The size of each point represents the relative number of couples in that total
earned income-earnings split bin.
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Figure 7
Heterogeneous Marriage Subsidy Elasticities by Household Earnings

Notes: The figure displays the marriage subsidy elasticity estimate (red line) and 95% confidence intervals (grey area) implied by point estimates
from an instrumental variables specification that interacts the marriage subsidy with a 5th-order polynomial in household earned income. The
dashed black line represents our baseline elasticity estimate of 0.025 from column 6 of Table 5. This specification includes all baseline covariates
described in the text in addition to the un-interacted 5th-order polynomial in household earned income, but does not include the other expanded
income controls.
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Figure 8
Implied Changes in the Probability of Being Married Due to the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act

Notes: The figure translates the dollar change in the marriage subsidy due to the 2018 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act among same-sex cohabiting couples in
our sample into a marriage effect based on point estimates from our household earnings heterogeneity specification (elasticities displayed in Figure
7). The baseline marriage rate in the sample is 0.433. We trim off outlier data points in this figure (those whose simulated changes are greater than
100% or less than -40%) for presentation purposes only.
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Table A1
Individual Summary Statistics

Married couples Cohabiting couples

Predicted
primary
earners

Predicted
secondary

earners

Predicted
primary
earners

Predicted
secondary

earners

Male 0.465 0.465 0.502 0.502
(0.499) (0.499) (0.500) (0.500)

Female 0.535 0.535 0.498 0.498
(0.499) (0.499) (0.500) (0.500)

Black 0.054 0.058 0.062 0.070
(0.226) (0.233) (0.241) (0.255)

White 0.752 0.724 0.760 0.729
(0.432) (0.447) (0.427) (0.444)

Hispanic 0.122 0.142 0.119 0.139
(0.327) (0.349) (0.323) (0.346)

Asian 0.046 0.044 0.029 0.027
(0.210) (0.205) (0.168) (0.161)

Other race 0.026 0.032 0.030 0.035
(0.158) (0.176) (0.171) (0.184)

Age 44.202 43.418 41.130 40.110
(9.534) (10.280) (10.575) (11.265)

Years of 15.229 14.155 15.030 13.900
education (2.811) (2.890) (2.514) (2.558)

Positive earnings 0.937 0.814 0.937 0.849
(0.243) (0.389) (0.243) (0.358)

Positive earnings 0.965 0.783 0.971 0.818
(predicted) (0.184) (0.412) (0.168) (0.386)

Conditional annual 2,086.075 1,944.319 2,054.653 1,930.210
hours worked (657.108) (706.297) (654.221) (678.919)

Reported annual 77,655.483 48,672.448 63,282.766 42,554.901
earnings (90,087.379) (65,771.749) (74,962.154) (54,986.458)

Predicted annual 70,092.938 41,404.479 64,575.916 38,749.369
earnings (34,613.387) (29,655.507) (32,760.345) (26,975.316)

Observations 15,738 15,738 20,585 20,585
Notes: The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys. Predicted pri-

mary earners are the individual in each couple who has higher individual predicted earned
income from the LASSO prediction process.
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Table A2
Baseline OLS and Reduced Form Estimates of the Effect of the Marriage Subsidy on the Probability of Being Married

No income controls Expanded income controls

OLS
Reduced

form OLS
Reduced

form OLS
Reduced

form

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.005*** 0.008*** 0.006*** 0.008*** 0.004*** 0.008***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)

Legal marriage 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.068*** 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

State expanded Medicaid 0.006 0.007 0.005 0.007 0.005 0.007
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Male 0.002 0.004 -0.002 0.001 -0.003 -0.001
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Couple has children 0.222*** 0.227*** 0.220*** 0.226*** 0.219*** 0.224***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.004*** 0.005*** 0.004*** 0.004***
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners’ education difference -0.002* -0.002** -0.001 -0.002* -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.036*** 0.037*** 0.036*** 0.037*** 0.036*** 0.037***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) 0.001*** 0.001 0.001*** 0.002***
(0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001)

Zero earner family 0.065*** 0.065***
(0.018) (0.022)

Partners’ earnings split 0.088*** 0.024
(0.014) (0.022)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are

in parentheses and Sanderson and Windmeijer (2016) F-statistics are in brackets. All specifications also include year
and state fixed effects. In specifications using expanded income controls, the OLS specifications use reported earnings
measures and the reduced form specifications use predicted earnings measures. The data come from the 2012–2017
American Community Surveys. All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and include both federal and
state taxes. The OLS models use the observed marriage subsidy (calculated from reported income from all available
sources, number of children, and state of residence) as the main explanatory variable, and the reduced form models use
the predicted marriage subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and state of residence) as
the main explanatory variable.
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Table A3
Heterogeneous OLS Estimates by Treatment Effect

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy × 0.001 0.005 0.002

pre-Windsor (0.016) (0.016) (0.016)

Marriage subsidy × 0.003*** 0.004*** 0.003***
post-Windsor, pre-Obergefell (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Marriage subsidy × 0.006*** 0.007*** 0.005***
post-Obergefell (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Fed. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.006*** 0.007*** 0.006***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

St. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.000 -0.003 -0.006*
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004)

Legal marriage 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.070*** 0.070***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

State expanded Medicaid 0.006 0.006 0.005 0.006 0.005 0.006
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Male 0.002 0.003 -0.002 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Couple has children 0.222*** 0.222*** 0.219*** 0.219*** 0.218*** 0.218***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.004*** 0.004***
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners’ education difference -0.002* -0.002* -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s reported earnings 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001***
($10,000s) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Zero earner family 0.064*** 0.067***
(0.018) (0.018)

Partners’ reported earnings 0.087*** 0.090***
split (0.014) (0.014)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in

parentheses. All specifications also include year and state fixed effects. In specifications using expanded income controls,
the earnings measures are based on reported earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys.
All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and are calculated from reported income from all available sources,
number of children, and state of residence. The federal marriage subsidy variable is the marriage subsidy only from the federal
tax code, and the state marriage subsidy variable is the marriage subsidy only from the state tax code. The mean marriage rate
is 0.245 pre-Windsor, 0.354 post-Windsor and pre-Obergefell, and 0.526 post-Obergefell.
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Table A4
Heterogeneous Reduced Form Estimates by Treatment Effect

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy × 0.013 0.015 0.016

pre-Windsor (0.041) (0.041) (0.041)

Marriage subsidy × 0.009*** 0.010*** 0.010***
post-Windsor, pre-Obergefell (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)

Marriage subsidy × 0.006*** 0.007*** 0.007***
post-Obergefell (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Fed. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.008*** 0.009*** 0.009***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

St. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.003 0.005 0.005
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Legal marriage 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

State expanded Medicaid 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Male 0.004 0.003 0.001 0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Couple has children 0.227*** 0.227*** 0.226*** 0.226*** 0.224*** 0.224***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.004*** 0.004***
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners’ education difference -0.002** -0.002** -0.002 -0.002* -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.037*** 0.037*** 0.037*** 0.037*** 0.037*** 0.037***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) 0.001 0.001 0.002*** 0.002***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Zero earner family 0.065*** 0.065***
(0.022) (0.022)

Partners’ earnings split 0.024 0.024
(0.022) (0.022)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in

parentheses. All specifications also include year and state fixed effects. In specifications using expanded income controls, the
earnings measures are based on predicted earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys. All
specifications use the predicted marriage subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and state of
residence) as the main explanatory variable. All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s. The federal marriage
subsidy variable is the marriage subsidy only from the federal tax code, and the state marriage subsidy variable is the marriage
subsidy only from the state tax code. The mean marriage rate is 0.245 pre-Windsor, 0.354 post-Windsor and pre-Obergefell,
and 0.526 post-Obergefell.
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Table A5
Full Results: Heterogeneous IV Estimates by Treatment Effect

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy × 0.018 0.022 0.018

pre-Windsor (0.050) (0.050) (0.050)

Marriage subsidy × 0.018*** 0.020*** 0.017***
post-Windsor, pre-Obergefell (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Marriage subsidy × 0.011*** 0.012*** 0.010***
post-Obergefell (0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

Fed. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.014*** 0.015*** 0.013***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

St. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.010 0.013 0.010
(0.018) (0.017) (0.018)

Legal marriage 0.066*** 0.068*** 0.066*** 0.068*** 0.066*** 0.068***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

State expanded Medicaid 0.005 0.005 0.004 0.005 0.005 0.005
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Male 0.000 0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.004 -0.004
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Couple has children 0.211*** 0.210*** 0.208*** 0.208*** 0.209*** 0.209***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.004** 0.004** 0.003** 0.003**
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Partners’ education difference -0.003** -0.003** -0.002* -0.002* -0.002* -0.002*
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.037***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) 0.001 0.001 0.002*** 0.002***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Zero earner family 0.080*** 0.079***
(0.022) (0.022)

Partners’ earnings split 0.045** 0.044**
(0.019) (0.019)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

1st stage coefficient 1 0.820*** 0.594*** 0.819*** 0.591*** 0.820*** 0.690***
(0.013) (0.017) (0.013) (0.017) (0.013) (0.021)

[4,144.639] [1,705.317] [4,144.639] [1,522.540] [4,144.639] [1,389.528]

1st stage coefficient 2 0.536*** 0.493*** 0.537*** 0.508*** 0.564*** 0.508***
(0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.016) (0.015)

[1,524.595] [1,421.080] [1,524.595] [1,495.279] [1,524.595] [1,382.843]

1st stage coefficient 3 0.594*** 0.597*** 0.668***
(0.013) (0.014) (0.017)

[1,940.376] [1,940.376] [1,940.376]

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses and

Sanderson and Windmeijer (2016) F-statistics are in brackets. All specifications also include year and state fixed effects. In specifications
using expanded income controls, the earnings measures are based on predicted earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American
Community Surveys. All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s. The federal marriage subsidy variable is the marriage
subsidy only from the federal tax code, and the state marriage subsidy variable is the marriage subsidy only from the state tax code. We
instrument for the observed marriage subsidy (calculated from reported income from all available sources, number of children, and state
of residence) with the predicted marriage subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and state of residence).
The reported first stage coefficients are only those for the relevant instrument. For example, “coefficient 1” in column 1 is the coefficient
of the Predicted Marriage Subsidy × pre-Windsor variable using the outcome Observed Marriage Subsidy × pre-Windsor. “Coefficient
2” in column 1 is the coefficient of the Predicted Marriage Subsidy × post-Windsor, pre-Obergefell variable using the outcome Observed
Marriage Subsidy × post-Windsor, pre-Obergefell, and so on. The mean marriage rate is 0.245 pre-Windsor, 0.354 post-Windsor and
pre-Obergefell, and 0.526 post-Obergefell.
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Table A6
Heterogeneous OLS Estimates by Presence of Children and Sex

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy × 0.006*** 0.005*** 0.004***

couple has children (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Marriage subsidy × 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.005***
childless couple (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Marriage subsidy × male 0.006*** 0.007*** 0.006***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Marriage subsidy × fem. 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.003***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Legal marriage 0.069*** 0.068*** 0.068*** 0.068*** 0.069*** 0.069***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

State expanded Medicaid 0.006 0.006 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.005
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Male 0.002 0.001 -0.002 -0.005 -0.003 -0.006
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Couple has children 0.221*** 0.223*** 0.221*** 0.220*** 0.220*** 0.219***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.004*** 0.004***
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners’ education difference -0.002 -0.002* -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s reported earnings 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001***
($10,000s) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Zero earner family 0.065*** 0.065***
(0.018) (0.018)

Partners’ reported earnings 0.088*** 0.087***
split (0.014) (0.014)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in

parentheses. All specifications also include year and state fixed effects. In specifications using expanded income controls,
the earnings measures are based on reported earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys.
All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and are calculated from reported income from all available sources,
number of children, and state of residence. All marriage subsidy variables include both federal and state taxes. The mean
marriage rate is 0.597 among couples with children, 0.385 among childless couples, 0.414 among male couples, and 0.451
among female couples.
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Table A7
Heterogeneous Reduced Form Estimates by Presence of Children and Sex

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy × 0.012*** 0.012*** 0.012***

couple has children (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Marriage subsidy × 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.006***
childless couple (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Marriage subsidy × male 0.010*** 0.011*** 0.010***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Marriage subsidy × fem. 0.004* 0.005** 0.004
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)

Legal marriage 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.069***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

State expanded Medicaid 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Male 0.003 -0.000 0.001 -0.003 -0.001 -0.006
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006)

Couple has children 0.222*** 0.227*** 0.221*** 0.226*** 0.220*** 0.224***
(0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.004*** 0.004**
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)

Partners’ education difference -0.002** -0.002** -0.002* -0.002 -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.037*** 0.037*** 0.037*** 0.037*** 0.037*** 0.037***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) 0.001 0.001* 0.002** 0.002***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Zero earner family 0.063*** 0.069***
(0.022) (0.022)

Partners’ earnings split 0.025 0.029
(0.022) (0.022)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in

parentheses. All specifications also include year and state fixed effects. In specifications using expanded income controls,
the earnings measures are based on predicted earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys.
All specifications use the predicted marriage subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and
state of residence) as the main explanatory variable. All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s. All marriage
subsidy variables include both federal and state taxes. The mean marriage rate is 0.597 among couples with children,
0.385 among childless couples, 0.414 among male couples, and 0.451 among female couples.
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Table A8
Full Results: Heterogeneous IV Estimates by Presence of Children and Sex

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy × 0.015*** 0.015*** 0.013***

couple has children (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Marriage subsidy × 0.013*** 0.015*** 0.012**
childless couple (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Marriage subsidy × male 0.017*** 0.019*** 0.017***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

Marriage subsidy × fem. 0.008** 0.010** 0.006
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Legal marriage 0.068*** 0.067*** 0.068*** 0.067*** 0.068*** 0.067***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

State expanded Medicaid 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.005
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Male 0.000 -0.007 -0.002 -0.010 -0.004 -0.014**
(0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.007)

Couple has children 0.208*** 0.212*** 0.208*** 0.209*** 0.208*** 0.211***
(0.009) (0.007) (0.009) (0.007) (0.009) (0.008)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.010*** -0.011*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.004** 0.004** 0.003** 0.003**
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Partners’ education difference -0.003** -0.003** -0.002* -0.002* -0.002* -0.002*
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.036*** 0.037*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.037*** 0.037***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) 0.001 0.001* 0.002** 0.003***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Zero earner family 0.078*** 0.082***
(0.022) (0.022)

Partners’ earnings split 0.044** 0.048**
(0.019) (0.019)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

1st stage coefficient 1 0.858*** 0.582*** 0.862*** 0.574*** 0.895*** 0.616***
(0.014) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016) (0.015)

[3,527.768] [2,094.917] [3,563.095] [2,094.917] [3,008.158] [2,094.917]

1st stage coefficient 2 0.443*** 0.578*** 0.409*** 0.587*** 0.456*** 0.644***
(0.013) (0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018)

[1,157.035] [1,509.543] [849.168] [1,509.543] [699.387] [1,509.543]

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses

and Sanderson and Windmeijer (2016) F-statistics are in brackets. All specifications also include year and state fixed effects. In
specifications using expanded income controls, the earnings measures are based on predicted earnings. The data come from the
2012–2017 American Community Surveys. All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and include both federal and
state taxes. We instrument for the observed marriage subsidy (calculated from reported income from all available sources, number of
children, and state of residence) with the predicted marriage subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children,
and state of residence). The reported first stage coefficients are only those for the relevant instrument. For example, “coefficient
1” in column 1 is the coefficient of the Predicted Marriage Subsidy × Has Children variable using the outcome Observed Marriage
Subsidy × Has Children. “Coefficient 2” in column 1 is the coefficient of the Predicted Marriage Subsidy × Childless variable using
the outcome Observed Marriage Subsidy × Childless, and so on. The mean marriage rate is 0.597 among couples with children,
0.385 among childless couples, 0.414 among male couples, and 0.451 among female couples.
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Table A9
OLS Estimates Using State-by-Year Fixed Effects

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subisdy ($1,000s) 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.004***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Fed. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.006*** 0.007*** 0.005***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

St. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.001 -0.003 -0.005
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Male 0.002 0.002 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Couple has children 0.222*** 0.222*** 0.219*** 0.218*** 0.218*** 0.217***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.004*** 0.004***
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners’ education difference -0.002 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.035***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.001*** 0.002***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Zero earner family 0.064*** 0.066***
(0.018) (0.018)

Partners’ earnings split 0.086*** 0.088***
(0.014) (0.014)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in

parentheses. All specifications also include state-by-year fixed effects. In specifications using expanded income controls,
the earnings measures are based on reported earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys.
All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and are calculated from reported income from all available sources,
number of children, and state of residence. All marriage subsidy variables include both federal and state taxes.
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Table A10
Reduced Form Estimates Using State-by-Year Fixed Effects

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subisdy ($1,000s) 0.007*** 0.008*** 0.008***

(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

Fed. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.008*** 0.009*** 0.008***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

St. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.003 0.005 0.005
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Male 0.003 0.003 0.001 0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Couple has children 0.227*** 0.227*** 0.225*** 0.225*** 0.224*** 0.224***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.004*** 0.004***
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners’ education difference -0.002** -0.002** -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 0.036***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) 0.001 0.001 0.002*** 0.002***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Zero earner family 0.065*** 0.065***
(0.022) (0.022)

Partners’ earnings split 0.022 0.022
(0.022) (0.022)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in

parentheses. All specifications also include state-by-year fixed effects. In specifications using expanded income controls, the
earnings measures are based on predicted earnings. The data come from the 2012–2017 American Community Surveys. All
specifications use the predicted marriage subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and state of
residence) as the main explanatory variable. All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and include both federal
and state taxes.
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Table A11
Full Results: IV Estimates Using State-by-Year Fixed Effects

No income controls Expanded income controls

Outcome: Married
Marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.013*** 0.015*** 0.012***

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Fed. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.014*** 0.015*** 0.012***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

St. marriage subsidy ($1,000s) 0.010 0.015 0.012
(0.020) (0.020) (0.021)

Male 0.001 0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.004 -0.004
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Couple has children 0.210*** 0.210*** 0.208*** 0.208*** 0.209*** 0.209***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008)

Oldest partner’s age 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Partners’ age difference -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.010***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Most educated partner’s years 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.004** 0.004** 0.003* 0.003*
of education (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Partners’ education difference -0.003** -0.003** -0.002* -0.002* -0.002* -0.002*
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Partners are the same race 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.035***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Couple’s earnings ($10,000s) 0.001 0.001 0.002*** 0.002***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Zero earner family 0.078*** 0.078***
(0.022) (0.022)

Partners’ earnings split 0.042** 0.043**
(0.019) (0.020)

Mean of dep var 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433 0.433

1st stage coefficient 1 0.551*** 0.594*** 0.554*** 0.590*** 0.652*** 0.689***
(0.014) (0.017) (0.015) (0.017) (0.019) (0.021)

[1,632.082] [1,564.683] [1,632.082] [1,414.828] [1,632.082] [1,374.538]

1st stage coefficient 2 0.439*** 0.454*** 0.453***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

[1,086.675] [1,152.626] [1,054.925]

Observations 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323 36,323
Notes: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses

and Sanderson and Windmeijer (2016) F-statistics are in brackets. All specifications also include state-by-year fixed effects. In
specifications using expanded income controls, the earnings measures are based on predicted earnings. The data come from the 2012–
2017 American Community Surveys. All marriage subsidy variables are measured in $1,000s and include both federal and state taxes.
We instrument for the observed marriage subsidy (calculated from reported income from all available sources, number of children,
and state of residence) with the predicted marriage subsidy (calculated from predicted earned income, number of children, and state of
residence). The reported first stage coefficients are only those for the relevant instrument. For example, “coefficient 1” in column 2 is
the coefficient of the Predicted Federal Marriage Subsidy variable using the outcome Observed Federal Marriage Subsidy. “Coefficient
2” in column 2 is the coefficient of the Predicted State Marriage Subsidy variable using the outcome Observed State Marriage Subsidy,
and so on.
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