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Abstract
This study examines the labour market disparities faced by same-sex couples across nine countries (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, France, Mexico, Thailand, the United States of America and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela), extending the focus of previous studies by looking beyond developed countries. Consistent with the existing literature, the findings presented here show that, in many countries, men in same-sex couples participate in the labour market to a lesser extent, experience higher unemployment rates and receive lower wages than comparable men in opposite‑sex couples. Conversely, women in same-sex couples are more likely to be employed than comparable heterosexual women and to enjoy a wage premium in some countries. Finally, it makes the case for further research, especially in developing countries.
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Introduction
The labour market situation of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT+)1 persons remains largely unexplored, even in countries where considerable legal advances have been achieved for such people. This is due partly to the lack of regular data compilation and production of labour statistics focusing on LGBT+ persons. Indeed, methodological efforts to that end have been undertaken in only a few countries (Gammarano 2019). In addition, despite its global relevance, most research on this topic has focused on developed countries, with only a few studies covering developing countries, such as Chile and Uruguay (Brown, Contreras and Schmidt 2019) or South Africa (Nyeck et al. 2019).
Examining the potential disparities faced by LGBT+ individuals in labour markets worldwide is therefore essential to attain a global perspective on the challenges that this community may experience in the world of work. The resulting insights can ultimately facilitate the development of effective policies to address any problems identified.
In the present study, we contribute to the growing literature in this field by analysing the labour market disparities faced by people with same-sex partners across a wider group of countries than has hitherto been the case, namely in Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, France, Mexico, Thailand, the United States of America and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela. Our aim is to arrive at a broader understanding of labour market inequalities based on sexual orientation by examining the situation in countries from various geographical areas. Since in many of the countries covered by this study there is no official statistical measure that allows one to directly identify same-sex partners, we rely on approaches employed in previous studies (Arabsheibani, Marin and Wadsworth 2005; Allegretto and Arthur 2001) and draw on information regarding heads of household and their partners for that purpose. Using the metric of same-sex partnership thus obtained, we investigate differences in various labour market outcomes that have previously been studied in the literature, including labour force participation, unemployment, self-employment and wages (see Appendix I for a review of the literature on earnings gaps and unemployment risks based on sexual orientation).
Our empirical findings can be summarized in three main points. First, in line with the existing literature, we observe that men living with same-sex partners in all of the aforementioned countries are less likely to participate in the labour market than men living with opposite-sex partners. In contrast, women living with same-sex partners tend to be more active in the labour market than their heterosexual counterparts. Secondly, our data reveals that coupled gay men in Brazil, Chile, Colombia, France and Mexico experience higher unemployment rates than men in opposite-sex couples. For women, the outcomes are mixed: coupled lesbians in Colombia and France are less likely to be unemployed than comparable heterosexual women, but in other countries there does not seem to be a significant correlation between same-sex partnership and unemployment rates. Thirdly, when it comes to earnings disparities, we find a wage penalty of around 10 per cent for coupled gay men in France, Thailand and the United States. Conversely, we identify a wage premium for coupled lesbians in Brazil, Chile and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela. For the other countries studied, our results do not point to a statistically significant correlation between same-sex partnership and hourly wages. These observations are consistent with well-established findings in the literature on the economics of sexual orientation, which suggest that lesbians often earn more than heterosexual women, while gay men earn less than heterosexual men (Drydakis 2022; Klawitter 2015).
The structure of this study is as follows: Chapter 1 presents the data and provides a summary of the descriptive statistics. Chapter 2 outlines the methodology used. Chapter 3 examines the results from the estimation of the models described in the previous chapter. The last chapter offers some concluding observations.

1 
         The abbreviation LGBT is consistently used with a plus sign in this study (LGBT+) to include other identities.


Data and descriptive statistics
This study is based on the analysis of data from nine countries, namely Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, France, Mexico, Thailand, the United States and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela. Our sample was designed to include only countries where same-sex sexual activity is legal, and for which micro‑level information on employment and wages is available through the ILO’s repository of microdata.2 Given the data constraints, different survey years and waves were used for each country (see table 1 for a detailed breakdown).
Table 1. National surveys used in the study
	Country
	Survey
	Year and waves

	Argentina
	Permanent Household Survey (EPH; Encuesta Permanente de Hogares)
	2019 (Q1–Q4)

	Brazil 
	Continuous National Household Sample Survey (PNADC; Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domicílios Contínua)
	2019

	Chile
	National Socio-Economic Characterization Survey (CASEN; Encuesta de Caracterización Socioeconómica Nacional)
	2017 and 2020

	Colombia
	Large Integrated Household Survey (GEIH; Gran Encuesta Integrada de Hogares)
	2019 and 2022

	France
	Employment Survey (EE; Enquête Emploi)
	2019 (Q1–Q4)

	Mexico
	National Occupation and Employment Survey (ENOE; Encuesta Nacional de Ocupación y Empleo)
	2019 (Q1–Q4)

	Thailand
	Labour Force Survey (LFS)
	2018 and 2019

	United States
	Current Population Survey (CPS)
	2019

	Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)
	Household Sample Survey (EHM; Encuesta de Hogares por Muestreo)
	2017


Identification of same-sex partnership
Same-sex partners are identified in the data set through the combination of the “relationship to head of the household” variable and the variable indicating an individual’s sex. Couples are classified as being in a same-sex relationship if the household head and the reported partner are both of the same sex. We compare the labour market outcomes of the members of such couples with those of their counterparts in an opposite-sex relationship.
On the basis of this approach, we established the number of gay men in the data set for each country as follows: Argentina (444), Brazil (1,212), Chile (366), Colombia (842), France (664), Mexico (439), Thailand (171), United States (837), Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela (177). For lesbians in these countries, the corresponding numbers are: Argentina (478), Brazil (1,936), Chile (291), Colombia (1,085), France (532), Mexico (533), Thailand (433), United States (1,015), Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela (302).3
However, the method used by us to identify same-sex partnership has its limitations. First, someone living with other adults or an adult child could erroneously be labelled as having a same‑sex partner if these individuals mistakenly report themselves as partners (Black et al. 2000).4 Incorrect classification of a couple as being in a same-sex partnership could also be caused by measurement errors in the sex variable. We assessed the accuracy of our constructed same-sex partnership variable in Brazil and Chile, where a direct identifier for same-sex partnerships is available, by determining the proportion of such partnerships identified through our method that match those indicated by the direct identifier. In Brazil, our constructed variable consistently identifies same-sex partners, with no difference observed between the two metrics. In Chile, although some discrepancies are observed, there was an 87 per cent overlap between our constructed metric and the measure that directly identifies same-sex partners.5
The second concern about using the constructed same-sex partnership variable is that same-sex couples who opt to live together may not reflect the wider demographic of lesbians and gay men. The approach chosen may introduce a “disclosure bias”, in the sense that economically advantaged gay men and lesbians are in each case more likely to live together (Valfort 2017; Badgett, Carpenter and Sansone 2021).
To ensure that our estimates reflect the population as a whole, and not just our sample, we apply survey weights to all of them.
Descriptive statistics
Tables 2 and 3 provide a comparison between the characteristics and labour market outcomes of individuals with same-sex partners and those of opposite-sex couples. Table 2 focuses on coupled gay men compared with their heterosexual counterparts, while table 3 compares coupled lesbians and women in opposite-sex couples.6
In general, the members of same-sex couples tend to be younger (see row 1 in both tables) and to achieve higher educational levels (rows 2 to 4), and they are also more likely to be employed in managerial and professional occupations (row 5).
Turning to labour market outcomes, coupled gay men are less likely to participate in the labour market than their heterosexual counterparts, with the difference between the two groups’ participation rates ranging from 1 to 9 percentage points across the nine countries studied (see row 11 in table 2). By contrast, coupled lesbians exhibit a higher labour force participation rate than coupled heterosexual women, with the difference between the two groups ranging from 10 to 36 percentage points, as can be seen from row 11 in table 3. Similar trends are observed for both gay and lesbian couples when it comes to employment rates (see row 12 in both tables).
The descriptive evidence suggests that in every country, except for Thailand and the United States, the unemployment rate for coupled gay men exceeds that of their heterosexual counterparts (see row 13 in table 2). Specifically, in Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, France and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, the difference between the two groups ranges from 2 to 3 percentage points. However, in Mexico, the gap is even more pronounced, with coupled gay men experiencing an unemployment rate that is about 5 percentage points higher.
The evidence regarding the unemployment rates of coupled lesbians in comparison to women in opposite-sex couples is more ambiguous. In Brazil and the United States, unemployment rates for coupled lesbians are higher by 2.1 and 0.8 percentage points respectively (see row 13 in table 3). In contrast, coupled lesbians in Argentina, Colombia and France appear to have lower unemployment rates than their heterosexual counterparts. However, given the limited sample size of same-sex couples, it is crucial to note that these differences may not be statistically significant.
As for self-employment rates, the evidence suggests that such differences are country‑specific and not necessarily linked to the gender of same-sex couples. In Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico and the United States, members of same-sex couples are less likely to be self-employed than their heterosexual counterparts, with the difference between the average rates of the two groups ranging from 1.3 to 28 percentage points. Conversely, in France and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, members of same-sex couples are more likely to be self-employed, with the difference between the average rates of the two groups ranging from 2.3 to 12 percentage points (see row 14 in tables 2 and 3). Thailand presents a unique case: while coupled gay men in that country are more often self‑employed, coupled lesbians are less frequently found to be engaged in self-employment, in both cases relative to their heterosexual counterparts.
In terms of hourly wages, we can see that women consistently earn less per hour than men across all these countries. When comparing the hourly wages of members of same-sex and opposite-sex couples, the differences between the two groups, before adjustments for wage-related factors, vary depending on country and gender. In Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela a wage premium is observed for coupled gay men. However, in France, Thailand and the United States, coupled gay men tend to have lower average hourly wages than their heterosexual counterparts. When comparing coupled lesbians with women in opposite-sex couples, it emerges that in Brazil, Chile, Mexico, Thailand and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela hourly wages are higher for lesbians. Conversely, in Argentina, Colombia, France and the United States, coupled lesbians earn less on average.
With regard to hours worked, coupled gay men consistently work fewer hours per week than their heterosexual counterparts. On the other hand, except in Mexico and Thailand, coupled lesbians work more hours per week than women in an opposite-sex partnership (see row 16 in tables 2 and 3).
In this section we have highlighted some differences in labour market outcomes between same-sex and heterosexual couples, covering such key measures as labour force participation rate, unemployment rate, prevalence of self-employment and hourly wages. Simple descriptive statistics are informative about overall differences in the data, but they do not control for any relationships among variables. The next chapter discusses the methodology that we used to determine whether these observed differences hold when comparing same-sex couples with heterosexual couples who are similar in all observable and economically relevant characteristics.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for coupled heterosexual men and coupled gay men in the sampled countries


Table 2 (cont.)

n.a. = data not available.
Note: The labour force participation rate is the number of persons in the labour force (i.e. either employed or unemployed) expressed as a percentage of the number of persons of working age. The unemployment rate is the number of unemployed persons expressed as a percentage of the total number of persons in the labour force. The self-employment rate is the number of persons who work as self-employed expressed as a percentage of the number of persons in employment. “Urban residence” indicates the proportion of people residing in urban areas. The estimates presented in this table are averages for the population group under consideration (i.e. either coupled gay men or coupled heterosexual men) in each country.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for coupled heterosexual women and coupled lesbians in the sampled countries


Table 3 (cont.)

n.a. = data not available.
Note: The labour force participation rate is the number of persons in the labour force (i.e. either employed or unemployed) expressed as a percentage of the number of persons of working age. The unemployment rate is the number of unemployed persons expressed as a percentage of the total number of persons in the labour force. The self-employment rate is the number of persons who work as self-employed expressed as a percentage of the number of persons in employment. “Urban residence” indicates the proportion of people residing in urban areas. The estimates presented in this table are averages for the population group under consideration (i.e. either coupled lesbian women or coupled heterosexual women) in each country.

2 
         For more information on the repository see https://ilostat.ilo.org/about/data-collection-and-production/
3 
         The sample is limited to individuals aged 18–64 years. Consequently, the count of same-sex partners may not always be an even number for a given country.
4 
         The ILOSTAT variables used to identify same-sex relationships are ilo_relationship_aggregate and ilo_sex.
5 
         In Appendix III, we check the robustness of our main findings for Chile by using the variable directly identifing same-sex couples that is available for that country. This exercise suggests that, in general, our estimates are robust to the use of a metric that directly identifies same-sex partnership.
6 
         The corresponding standard errors and numbers of observations are available upon request.


Methodology for studying the employment and earnings disparities faced by persons with a same-sex partner
To further analyse inequalities in the labour market based on sexual orientation, we first examine the relationship between sexual orientation and employment (labour force participation, unemployment and self-employment) by estimating the following logistic regression model separately for men and women:
Pr⁡yi=1SameSexi, Xi= 11+e-(α0+ α1SameSexi+ Xi'θ) (1)
Where yi is a binary variable equal to 1 if individual i is in the labour force and zero otherwise. The above model is also estimated for unemployment and self-employment. The variable SameSexi is a binary variable equal to 1 if individual i is in a same-sex partnership. The excluded category is composed of individuals who report living in a household with a partner of the opposite sex. Xi' is a vector of observable characteristics. In the main specification we include age, education and a location dummy for residence in an urban area.7 α1 is the coefficient of interest estimating the differences in labour market outcomes of coupled lesbians and gay men compared with their heterosexual counterparts. Following estimation of the logistic regression models, we report the coefficients in Chapter 3 as odds ratios, which involves comparing the odds of labour force participation (or unemployment or self‑employment) for same-sex partners with the odds for the members of heterosexual couples.8
We further explore the inequalities in the labour market by considering the relationship between sexual orientation and the hourly wages of men and women. In particular, we estimate the following model:
LogHourlyWagesi=α0+ α1SameSexi+ Xi'θ+ ϵi (2)
where the dependent variable is the log of hourly wages. The variable SameSexi is defined as above. Xi' is, again, a vector of observable characteristics. In the main specification, we include age and age squared, education, a location dummy for residence in an urban area, occupation, hours worked and whether the individual is employed in the public sector. α1 is the coefficient of interest estimating the differences in the log of hourly wages for coupled lesbians and gay men compared with their heterosexual counterparts. The model is estimated using the ordinary least squares method.

7 
         When estimating the equation for self-employment, we include dummy variables for occupation. In all countries where two years of data are used, we also include year fixed effects.
8 
         We also estimate linear probability models – these results are available upon request.


Estimation results
In this chapter, we analyse the differences in labour market outcomes between same-sex partners and heterosexual couples, taking observable factors into account. The first section discusses the estimates of the labour force participation rates; the second section sheds light on the unemployment data; and the third section discusses the results for self-employment. In these sections, we estimate equation (1) from Chapter 2 and report the results as odds ratios. Finally, the last section discusses wage disparities, presenting the estimates from equation (2). Only the primary coefficient of interest, α1, is reported in these sections. Estimates of other explanatory variables may be found in Appendix II. It is important to note that while we aim to take all observable characteristics into account, our estimates do not capture the causal effect of being in a same-sex partnership on labour market outcomes; they should be interpreted simply as correlations.
Labour force participation
In panel I, part A of table 4 further down, columns 1 to 9 present estimates of the odds of participation in the labour market for men living with a same-sex partner relative to coupled heterosexual men across all the countries studied. In all cases, gay men consistently exhibit lower odds of being in the labour force than their heterosexual counterparts. The corresponding odds ratio ranges from 0.2 in the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela to 0.66 in France. The odds ratio of 0.2 for the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela indicates that coupled gay men in that country are 80 per cent less likely to be in the labour market, while the value of 0.66 for France suggests that coupled gay men there are approximately 34 per cent less likely to participate in the labour market than their heterosexual counterparts. Notably, the odds ratios are statistically significantly different from 1 in all these countries.
Part B of panel I in table 4 sheds light on the labour market participation of women with a same-sex partner relative to coupled heterosexual women. Lesbians in every country studied are more likely to be present in the labour market than their heterosexual counterparts. The corresponding odds ratio ranges from 1.9 in the United States to a staggering 6.1 in Colombia. To put these values into context, the ratio for the United States indicates that women in a same-sex partnership there are 1.9 times more likely to be in the labour force than their heterosexual counterparts. All these odds ratios are statistically significantly different from 1 at the 1 per cent significance level.
These observations are in line with previous studies on the labour supply of gay men and lesbians in Chile and Uruguay (Brown, Contreras and Schmidt 2019) and in the United States (Tebaldi and Elmslie 2006; Leppel 2009; Badgett, Carpenter and Sansone 2021). One explanation for these differences put forward in the literature is that the conventional patterns of specialization based on the comparative advantage of partners in a heterosexual couple are either absent (Siminski and Yetsenga 2022) or different for same-sex couples, with such specialization being more prevalent among gay couples than lesbian ones (Hofmarcher and Plug 2022; Martell and Roncolato 2016).
Unemployment
Panel II in table 4 focuses on the relationship between same-sex partnership and the unemployment rate. From part A it can be seen that coupled gay men residing in Brazil, Chile, Colombia, France and Mexico experience a higher unemployment rate than their heterosexual counterparts. The odds ratio ranges from 1.7 in France to 3.1 in Mexico, indicating that while French men in a same-sex partnership are 1.7 times more likely to be unemployed than coupled heterosexual men, Mexican men in such a partnership are 3.1 times more likely to be unemployed than their heterosexual counterparts. In both Argentina and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela the difference is not statistically significant. In the United States, we do not observe a greater unemployment risk among coupled gay men. Given that the unemployment rate in Thailand is very low (less than 1 per cent in 2019), our small sample of same-sex partners does not allow us to estimate the relationship between same-sex partnership and unemployment.
Table 4. Same-sex partnership and labour market outcomes in the sampled countries

n.a. = not applicable.
Note: The table presents the odds ratios obtained by estimation of logistic regression models, with the standard error given inside parentheses below each estimate. The odds ratio reports the odds of the outcome variable for men (women) living with a same-sex partner relative to the odds for men (women) living with an opposite-sex partner. An odds ratio equal to 1 shows that living with a same-sex partner does not affect the odds of the outcome of interest. An odds ratio larger (smaller) than 1 indicates that being in a same-sex partnership increases (decreases) the likelihood of the outcome of interest. The regression models control for age, education, urban residence, occupation (only for self-employment), and year fixed effects if more than two years of data are used in the analyses. Significant values are denoted by *, **, *** at the 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels respectively.
Our findings for gay men are in line with the conclusion from previous studies that these experience a higher unemployment rate than heterosexual men (see Drydakis 2012 for Greece; Fric 2021 for the European Union (EU) countries; and Laurent and Mihoubi 2017 for France). In the United States, drawing on an older wave of the Current Population Survey than the one used for the present study (2000 vs 2019), Leppel (2009) noted unemployment gaps that depended on the population group with which men and women with same-sex partners are compared.9
The reasons advanced to explain the higher unemployment rates observed among gay men in the few existing studies on this topic include factors linked to discrimination. In that regard, a recent meta-analysis of studies covering member countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) has revealed a substantial level of sexual orientation-based discrimination at the first stages of the hiring process (Flage 2020). Beyond mere disapprobation on the part of employers, unemployment induced by discriminatory behaviours may also arise when homosexuality is perceived as having a cost for the employer and the firm, which could, for instance, be the case if a large proportion of employees, or the consumers, are homophobic (Laurent and Mehoubi 2017). In line with this argument, a number of studies have also highlighted that some employers may regard homosexuality as a signal of a greater likelihood of HIV infection, which is associated with a risk of lower productivity and higher absenteeism rates.10
The results for women, presented in panel II, part B, of table 4, are less conclusive. We find that women in a same-sex partnership in Colombia and France are less likely to be unemployed than their heterosexual counterparts. However, the odds ratios in question are only marginally statistically different from 1 (at the 10 per cent significance level). In other countries we do not find that same-sex partnership for women is related to unemployment rates. In general, the findings on unemployment rates among lesbians relative to heterosexual women are more mixed in the literature. For instance, Leppel (2009) reports higher unemployment rates for lesbian couples in the United States, while Fric (2021), using a logistic regression model, finds no significant unemployment differences for coupled lesbians across EU countries.
Self-employment
The relationship between same-sex partnership and self-employment is not immediately obvious. Discrimination against same-sex couples could limit their access to credit markets and business networks, potentially narrowing their opportunities for self-employment. On the other hand, employer prejudices could push them to choose self-employment as a way of avoiding such discrimination, as argued by Leppel (2016).
Our findings on the differences in self-employment of men and women with same-sex partners and their heterosexual counterparts are reported in panel III of table 4. Even when adjusting for observable factors such as geographical location and occupation, the self‑employment trends for coupled gay men and lesbians vary considerably across countries. For instance, while men in same-sex partnerships in Brazil are less likely to be self-employed than their heterosexual counterparts, coupled gay men in France and Thailand lean towards self-employment (see columns 2, 5 and 7 of panel III, part A). In Brazil, coupled gay men are about 26 per cent less likely to be self-employed than their heterosexual counterparts, while in France and Thailand, the odds of being self-employed are, respectively, 43 per cent and 92 per cent higher for men in a same-sex partnership. In other countries, the results are not statistically significant, making them difficult to interpret. Turning to women, coupled lesbians in Argentina and Mexico are, respectively, 44 per cent and 76 per cent less likely to be self‑employed than women in opposite-sex couples. In contrast, in France they are about 40 per cent more likely to be self-employed than their heterosexual counterparts (see columns 1, 5 and 6 in panel III, part B).
In the United States we do not find a statistically significant relationship between sexual orientation and self-employment. However, studies of this topic in the US context drawing on American Community Survey data have found that coupled gay men show a reduced likelihood of self-employment compared to heterosexual married men, while self‑employment rates among coupled lesbians are similar to those of heterosexual married women (Jepsen and Jepsen 2017). Leppel (2016) concluded that the individuals most likely to be self-employed were heterosexual men, followed by gay men, then lesbians and, lastly, heterosexual women. The findings of these studies suggest that the incidence of self‑employment is more likely to be gendered and not to depend so much on sexual orientation. The gendered aspect of self-employment has also been noted by Marlow, Greene and Coad (2018), who studied entrepreneurial activity among gay men and lesbians in the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.
Our results for France are in line with a study by Germon et al. (2020) on entrepreneurship among the LGBT+ community in Paris. They found that LGBT+ individuals exhibited a higher level of entrepreneurial intention than heterosexual individuals. Consistent with their findings, we noted above how the odds of being self-employed for coupled gay men and lesbians in France were higher than for their heterosexual counterparts.11
Wages
In this section we investigate whether the well-established observation in the literature that gay men typically earn less than heterosexual men, whereas lesbians earn more than heterosexual women (for related reviews, see Klawitter 2015; Drydakis 2022; Badgett et al., forthcoming) holds in our sample of countries. The corresponding estimations are presented in table 5.
Our findings highlight a wage penalty for men in a same-sex partnership in France, Thailand and the United States (see columns 5, 7 and 8 of panel A). Specifically, coupled gay men in these countries experience a respective wage penalty of approximately 11 per cent, 15 per cent and 10 per cent compared to their heterosexual counterparts. In contrast, we observe an unexpected wage premium of 15 per cent for coupled gay men in Colombia (see column 4). However, it is important to bear in mind that these estimates could be affected by disclosure bias.12 Gay men in Colombia who opt to openly cohabit may be in a relatively advantaged economic position, making them potentially unrepresentative of the broader population of gay couples in the country. This could introduce a positive bias in our results. Additionally, we observe a wage premium for coupled lesbians in Brazil, Chile and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, with respective differentials of 7 per cent, 18 per cent and 35 per cent (see columns 2, 3 and 9 of panel B in table 5). Although the estimated coefficients on the link between same-sex partnership and women’s hourly wages are not statistically significant for the other countries studied, in four cases they also suggest a positive relationship (Colombia, France, Mexico and Thailand).
Recent research findings from the United States drawing on the American Community Survey indicate a wage penalty of 11.7 per cent for coupled gay men and a wage premium of 7.8 per cent for coupled lesbians compared to their married heterosexual counterparts for the year 2018 (Jepsen and Jepsen 2022). While our findings align with theirs regarding the wage penalty for gay men, we do not observe a wage premium for lesbians in the United States. This discrepancy may be due to our smaller sample size and the fact that we used the Current Population Survey instead.
Laurent and Mihoubi (2017), using data from France’s Employment Survey covering the 1996–2007 period, found that men in a same-sex partnership earned 6.5 per cent less than their heterosexual counterparts in the private sector and 5.8 per cent less in the public sector. Women in same-sex couples earned 2.1 per cent more than their heterosexual counterparts in the private sector but only 0.3 per cent more in the public sector. In our study, we find that coupled gay men, in general, earn 11 per cent less than their heterosexual counterparts, while the difference is not statistically significant for women in same-sex relationships, which may be due to the relatively small size of our sample.13
Table 5. Same-sex partnership and wages in the sampled countries

Note: The table presents, as decimal values, the wage premiums or penalties experienced by men and women in a same-sex partnership relative to their heterosexual counterparts, with the standard error given inside parentheses below each estimate. The dependent variable is the log of hourly wages. The regression model controls for age (through a quartic specification), education, occupation, employment in the public sector, hours worked, urban residence, and year fixed effects if more than two years of data are used in the analyses. Significant values are denoted by *, **, *** at the 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels respectively.

9 
         Leppel (2009) found that same-sex partners were more likely to be unemployed than married opposite-sex partners, but less likely than unmarried opposite-sex partners.
10 
         This type of discrimination is often called “statistical discrimination”, meaning that it arises when decision‑makers use observable characteristics of individuals as a proxy for otherwise unobservable characteristics. See Appendix I for a definition.
11 
         The results for labour force participation, unemployment and self-employment are robust to the inclusion of having children as an additional explanatory variable and also to the estimation of linear probability models. These additional estimates are available upon request.
12 
         Household survey data is usually anonymous, but some respondents may fear that this is not actually the case or may be reluctant to disclose some information to the survey interviewer.
13 
         When we further checked the robustness of our results to the inclusion of having children as an additional explanatory variable, we obtained qualitatively similar findings. These additional estimates are available upon request.


Conclusion
This study has examined the disparities faced by members of same-sex couples in the labour market and considered legal frameworks that can be used to address unjustifiable gaps in that regard. While most earlier investigations of this topic have focused on developed countries, the labour market experiences of same-sex couples in developing countries remain underexplored. Our research opens up a broader perspective by analysing potential disparities experienced by coupled gay men and lesbians across nine different countries with regard to labour force participation, unemployment and self-employment rates, and wages.
Despite limitations such as a small sample size and the absence of a direct identifier for same‑sex partnership in most of the countries studied, our findings tie in with those of previous studies. We observe that the members of same-sex couples in the countries in our sample tend to be younger and better educated than their heterosexual counterparts. Consistent with the existing literature, we find that coupled gay men participate in the labour market to a lesser extent while coupled lesbians are more likely to be in the labour market compared to, respectively, men and women with opposite-sex partners.
Our results indicate that in most of the countries studied, namely Brazil, Chile, Colombia, France and Mexico, coupled gay men face higher unemployment rates than their heterosexual counterparts. Conversely, coupled lesbians are less likely to be unemployed in Colombia and France. In terms of self-employment, our findings suggest that both coupled gay men and coupled lesbians in France are more likely to be self-employed than their opposite-sex counterparts. On the wage front, in line with previous research, coupled gay men in France, Thailand and the United States receive lower hourly wages, while coupled lesbians in Brazil, Chile and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela enjoy a wage premium.
While the empirical evidence presented here provides insights into labour market disparities between same-sex and heterosexual couples across various countries, our findings cannot be extrapolated without caution. They reflect primarily the situation of same-sex couples, so they may not be representative of the broader population of lesbians and gay men in the countries studied. Our findings may also be influenced by disclosure bias, especially if same‑sex couples in a better economic situation are more likely to live together. Further research in developing countries – drawing on larger samples and using improved methods to identify same-sex individuals – is necessary to attain a more comprehensive overview of the labour market situation of LGBT+ individuals.


Appendix I. Earnings gaps and unemployment risks based on sexual orientation: A literature review14
A.I.1. Introduction
One reason why we know little about the economic effects of sexual orientation is that data matching sexual orientation to economic outcomes is extremely rare (ILO 2022; OECD 2020; Drydakis 2019; Badgett and Frank 2007). The purpose of this appendix is to review studies of earnings gaps and unemployment risks based on sexual orientation, with an emphasis on those studies that compare the experiences of individuals in opposite-sex and same-sex relationships. The literature review offered here seeks to outline contemporary knowledge of the subject matter (Drydakis 2024; Ozeren 2014).
Although increasing numbers of people have started to self-identify as having a minority sexual orientation (that is, identifying as gay men or as lesbians, among other categories), at the time of writing in 2023, being a gay man or a lesbian was illegal in approximately 67 countries (Human Rights Watch, n.d.). Legal sanctions against same-sex relationships vary in scope and application; sentences range from fines to life imprisonment, and in some cases may even entail capital punishment (Human Rights Watch, n.d.). In general, Australia, Canada, the United States and the EU countries have the strongest measures in place for the protection of rights related to sexual orientation, including workplace anti-discrimination laws (ILO 2022; OECD 2020; Drydakis 2014), and some studies of these countries have examined labour market outcomes for gay men and lesbians (ILO 2022; FRA 2020; OECD 2020). However, in most of Africa and Asia, same-sex unions are illegal, which by default precludes the conduct of such studies (ILO 2022; OECD 2020; Drydakis 2014).
The OECD (2019) has indicated that the United States is the country with the largest proportion of the population who identify as having a minority sexual orientation (3.8 per cent), followed by New Zealand (3.3 per cent), Canada (3.3 per cent) and Australia (3.0 per cent). Surveys in the Member States of the United Nations, the EU and the OECD have shown that sexual orientation minority individuals face societal biases in everyday life, such as at school or work, when looking for housing, and in accessing healthcare or social services (ILO 2022; FRA 2020; OECD 2020). Previous review studies have noted how sexual orientation minority individuals reported a greater number of incidents of harassment and were more likely to report having suffered discriminatory treatment in the labour market (OECD 2020; Drydakis 2014). Additionally, they experienced a lower level of life satisfaction (ILO 2022; FRA 2020; OECD 2020) and poorer physical and psychological well-being than their heterosexual peers (Semlyen, Curtis and Varney 2019; Hafeez et al. 2017). The inadequate well-being of sexual minority people has been primarily attributed to the negative consequences of exclusion and biased treatment (Meyer 2003).
Having a minority sexual orientation can be associated with adverse economic outcomes (Badgett 2021; OECD 2020; Drydakis and Zimmermann 2020; Drydakis 2019, 2014). Available studies dealing with the United States have indicated that same-sex couples are more likely to be living in poverty than opposite-sex ones (Schneebaum and Badgett 2019). In the EU and the United States, members of same-sex couples have been found to experience higher levels of unemployment than their heterosexual counterparts (Fric 2021a; Gruberg and Madowitz 2020; Leppel 2009). Moreover, in OECD countries, job applicants who identified as gay men or as lesbians during the initial stage of the hiring process were discriminated against in favour of comparable heterosexual applicants (Flage 2020). Hiring discrimination potentially leads to increased rates of unemployment and poverty, which can adversely affect mental health and well-being (Drydakis 2019). In addition, in Australia, Canada, the EU, the United Kingdom and the United States, studies have indicated that men in a same-sex partnership receive lower earnings than comparable men in an opposite-sex partnership, while women from same-sex couples earned more than comparable women from heterosexual couples (Jepsen and Jepsen 2022; Bridges and Mann 2019; Waite 2015; La Nauze 2015). However, despite the higher earnings of lesbians, studies focusing on the United States, Canada and Europe have reported lower job satisfaction among them than among heterosexual women (Drydakis 2019). A similar pattern was found to hold for gay men (Drydakis 2019).
These findings imply that legislative protection constitutes but a small step towards improving the employment circumstances and general well-being of people with a minority sexual orientation, highlighting the need for additional policy interventions (Drydakis 2019). Owing to limited data sets on sexual orientation and labour outcomes, there are very few studies on the topic. Without data, pattern generalizations based on previous studies cannot be made for countries that have yet to be examined. Nevertheless, investigating such questions as whether earnings penalties for gay men and lesbians exist in other countries is of great importance for policy action. Because labour market discrimination based on gender and race is ubiquitous and requires policy intervention, it is likely that discrimination based on sexual orientation, too, is widespread and therefore warrants policymakers’ attention (Drydakis 2019). Significantly, the scarcity of studies and the limited data sets make it difficult to examine how age, ethnicity, health, education, occupation, country and other key socio‑economic, productivity and industrial characteristics affect the relationship between sexual orientation and labour market outcomes (Drydakis 2019).
The rest of the appendix is structured as follows. Section A.I.2 investigates how studies have identified and classified the sexual orientation of individuals in data sets. Section A.I.3 evaluates empirical approaches used to study earnings gaps and unemployment risks based on sexual orientation. Section A.I.4 discusses the earliest studies in the literature on earnings gaps based on sexual orientation, and offers an overview of relevant aggregated patterns. Studies on earnings gaps between the members of opposite-sex and same-sex couples, and on unemployment rates according to sexual orientation, are considered in sections A.I.5 and A.I.6 respectively. Finally, section A.I.7 reviews theoretical approaches for evaluating the earnings penalties for gay men and lesbians, and the risk of unemployment based on sexual orientation.
A.I.2. Strategies for identifying sexual orientation
Unlike the demographic characteristics of sex and ethnicity, which are easily captured and coded, sexual orientation is measured in several different ways; this makes it challenging to test for sexual orientation discrimination in employment (Drydakis 2014). In the literature, three broad strategies for identifying sexual orientation have been proposed: (a) responses to questions on the gender of partners (couple status); (b) self-identification as gay or lesbian, etc. (self-evaluation); and (c) responses to questions on the gender of former sex partners (sexual behaviour).
Although meta-analyses have indicated that the same qualitative patterns emerge when using all three identification strategies – that is, gay men receiving lower earnings than heterosexual men, and lesbians being paid more than heterosexual women – the strategy chosen could affect the magnitude of estimated earnings differences (Klawitter 2015; Drydakis 2022a).
A critical advantage is gained by focusing on couples when examining earnings differences based on sexual orientation. If unexplained earnings gaps are to be interpreted as being potentially due to labour market discrimination, employers must be certain of an employee’s sexual orientation. It is reasonable to assume that gay men and lesbians in relationships will be less likely and/or less willing than their single peers to conceal their sexual orientation in the workplace (Waite 2015). However, this approach has the drawback of not being informative about those individuals who are not living with a partner at the time of the interview (Dilmaghani 2018). Furthermore, the data constraints associated with such a sampling approach tend to cause the extent of earnings gaps to be overestimated (Carpenter 2008). Sexual orientation minority individuals in a same-sex partnership may be less anxious to pass for heterosexual, which may also increase their visibility and, consequently, the opportunities for discrimination (Waite 2015). If an employer is prejudiced against sexual orientation minorities, then individuals in same-sex couple arrangements can become an easy target for biased evaluations because their sexuality is more conspicuous. Studies focusing on couples when assessing earnings differences based on sexual orientation generally report wider earnings gaps because sexual orientation minority individuals are more noticeable in the workplace and face differential treatment (Drydakis 2022a; Carpenter 2008).
In contrast, studies that rely on self-reported classifications of sexual orientation, rather than on couple status, report the smallest estimated earnings differences (Klawitter 2015; Drydakis 2022a).
A.I.3. Empirical approaches used to study earnings gaps and unemployment risks based on sexual orientation
If discrimination occurs and results in similarly qualified and productive people being treated differently only because of their sexual orientation, one might expect to observe differences in earnings and unemployment levels (Badgett 1995). In the literature, the most common econometric approach for capturing the effects of earnings discrimination is to assess whether employees who are similar in all observable and economically relevant ways have similar labour market outcomes (Badgett 1995). Meta-analyses have found that the great majority of studies examining earnings differences based on sexual orientation used a basic ordinary least squares model of earnings determination, with the log of income as the dependent variable; this may be referred to as the “sexual orientation dummy variable approach” (Klawitter 2015; Drydakis 2022a). Separate equations for male and female employees take into account any differences in men’s and women’s labour market decisions and experiences (Badgett 1995). Independent variables include individual characteristics related to productivity, such as human capital and working experience, occupational heterogeneity, demographic characteristics and country of residence. The main effect of earnings discrimination, if any, is captured by the coefficient for a dummy variable indicating whether an individual is a gay man or a lesbian (according to the strategy adopted to identify sexual orientation). A statistically significant negative coefficient for a sexual orientation minority individual would imply discrimination in the form of lower earnings (Badgett 1995).
Only a few studies have used Oaxaca–Blinder decomposition and the Heckman selection correction technique (Klawitter 2015; Drydakis 2022a). An Oaxaca–Blinder approach involves dividing the earnings gap between sexual orientation majority and minority individuals into a part that is “explained” by group differences in productivity characteristics and a residual part that cannot be accounted for by such differences in earnings determinants, and which is used as a measure of earnings discrimination. The sexual orientation dummy variable approach and the Oaxaca–Blinder decomposition approach lead to the same conclusions about the presence or absence of earnings discrimination (Cahuc, Carcillo and Zylberberg 2014). On the other hand, a Heckman selection correction addresses the sample selection bias that arises because earnings are only observed if individuals make the decision to enter the workplace. Consistent estimators can be obtained by jointly estimating the decision to enter the workplace (selection equation) and the earnings equation, including the expected value of the selection equation residuals (Heckman 1979). Thus, using a Heckman selection correction can result in estimating lower earnings differences between sexual orientation majority individuals and those with a minority orientation (Klawitter 2015; Drydakis 2022a).
In the literature, comparable approaches (that is, the sexual orientation dummy variable approach, Oaxaca–Blinder decomposition and the Heckman selection correction technique) have been used to assess whether gay men and lesbians experience higher unemployment rates than equally productive heterosexual men and women (Fric 2021a; Gruberg and Madowitz 2020; Nyeck et al. 2019; Laurent and Mihoubi 2017; Drydakis 2012; Leppel 2009).
A.I.4. The earliest studies of earnings gaps based on sexual orientation, and aggregated patterns
The first study to examine earnings differences based on sexual orientation dealt with the United States (Badgett 1995). It drew on the 1989–91 rounds of the General Social Survey, which collected information on sexual behaviour with partners of either sex. In the sample, 698 respondents were heterosexual women and 34 were lesbian or bisexual women, while 901 respondents were heterosexual men and 47 were gay or bisexual men. The study found that gay and bisexual male employees earned between 11 and 27 per cent less than heterosexual male employees with the same experience, education, occupation, couple status and country of residence. There was also evidence that lesbian and bisexual women earned less than heterosexual women, by between 12 and 30 per cent, but this result was not consistently statistically significant across different specifications.
The second such study in the literature used data from the 1990 US census (Klawitter and Flatt 1998), collected from approximately 13,000 married couples and 6,800 same-sex couples. For the first time, the 1990 US census made it possible to identify same-sex couples by adding an “unmarried partner” category to the list of household relationships (Klawitter and Flatt 1998). In terms of identification strategy, if one partner was designated as the “householder” in the census, then the other partner could be identified as the householder’s unmarried partner (Klawitter and Flatt 1998). At that time, same-sex couples could not marry in the United States; hence, married couples were by default opposite-sex couples. The study found that men in same-sex couples earned 30 per cent less than equally productive men in married (opposite‑sex) couples, whereas women in same-sex couples earned 16 per cent more than equally productive women in married (opposite-sex) couples.
Since the first studies on this topic (Badgett 1995; Klawitter and Flatt 1998), approximately 60 papers have been published on earnings differences based on sexual orientation. Among these, two meta-analyses provide a picture of average patterns (Klawitter 2015; Drydakis 2022a). Klawitter (2015) studied the sexual orientation and earnings findings of 34 papers published between 1995 and 2012. Subsequently, Drydakis (2022a) conducted a meta‑analysis of sexual orientation and earnings based on 24 papers published between 2012 and 2020.
In Klawitter’s meta-analysis (2015), 69 per cent of the studies drew on US data. Sexual orientation was captured through couple status in 45 per cent of the studies, through sexual behaviour in 34 per cent and through self-identification in the rest. Some 73 per cent of the studies used annual or monthly earnings, while 27 per cent used hourly earnings. In addition, 63 per cent of the studies employed a sexual orientation dummy variable approach (as in Badgett 1995), 18 per cent adopted Oaxaca–Blinder decomposition approaches and 19 per cent used Heckman selection correction. Klawitter (2015) estimated an earnings penalty of 11 per cent for gay men and an earnings premium of 9 per cent for lesbians. On average, studies drawing on US data sets after the year 2000 found smaller earnings penalties for gay men, by about 4 to 7 percentage points, than those drawing on data sets covering periods before 2000. The earnings penalty for gay men was about 6 percentage points smaller for studies that used a measure of sexual identity than for studies using a couple status measure. Studies using sexual behaviour measures showed impacts similar in magnitude to those using couple status. Moreover, in those cases where Heckman selection correction was applied, lesbian women’s earnings premiums were about 16 percentage points smaller.
In Drydakis (2022a), the United States was the focus of 30 per cent of the studies, followed by Canada (20 per cent), Australia (16.6 per cent) and the United Kingdom (13.3 per cent), with the remainder covering EU countries. In half of the studies, questions on same-sex living arrangements captured sexual orientation. The other half used questions on sexual behaviour and/or self-identification. Moreover, in 40 per cent of the studies, the earnings considered were annual earnings, while the remainder looked at hourly or weekly earnings. The Heckman selection correction technique was applied in 30 per cent of the studies. Drydakis (2022a) found that gay men’s earnings were 6.8 per cent lower than those of comparable heterosexual men, whereas lesbians’ earnings were 7.1 per cent higher than those of comparable heterosexual women. This meta-analysis found that, after 2010, the earnings penalty for gay men was lower by 5 percentage points than before 2010. Additionally, the US studies estimated penalties for gay men that were higher by 5.3 percentage points than those estimated by the studies covering all other countries, and also earnings premiums for lesbians that were higher by 6.2 percentage points in the United States compared with other countries. It was also found that the earnings penalty for gay men was higher by 4.5 percentage points in studies capturing sexual orientation through same-sex living arrangements than in those using sexual behaviour and/or self-identification for that purpose.
A.I.5. Earnings gaps based on sexual orientation in opposite-sex and same-sex couples
During the past decade, at least ten papers have examined potential earnings discrimination against individuals in same-sex couples (Jepsen and Jepsen 2022, 2017; Bridges and Mann 2019; Aksoy, Carpenter and Frank 2018; Humpert 2016; Waite 2015; La Nauze 2015; Hammarstedt, Ahmed and Andersson 2015; Ahmed, Andersson and Hammarstedt 2013; Laurent and Mihoubi 2012). The aforementioned studies cover the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Sweden and Australia, drawing on data collected in various periods between 1996 and 2019. Half of the studies reported estimates based on the sexual orientation dummy variable approach, while the rest used Oaxaca–Blinder decompositions. In 20 per cent of the studies, Heckman selection correction techniques were employed. Consistent patterns emerged indicating that men in same-sex couples experienced approximately 9.4 per cent lower earnings than comparable men in opposite-sex couples. On the other hand, it was consistently found that women in same-sex couples earned approximately 7.9 per cent more than comparable women in opposite-sex couples. These studies are reviewed in greater depth below.
In the United States, Jepsen and Jepsen (2022) used American Community Survey data covering the period 2000–19, and found that, in 2001, men in same-sex couples experienced 12.4 per cent lower annual earnings than comparable men in opposite-sex couples, while in 2018 they were earning 11.7 per cent less per year than their heterosexual counterparts. In 2001, women in same-sex couples experienced 16 per cent higher earnings per year than comparable women in opposite-sex couples, while in 2018 they were earning 7.8 per cent more per year than their heterosexual counterparts. The authors found no evidence that the earnings of men in same-sex couples were improving relative to men in opposite-sex couples. For women in same-sex couples, they observed mixed evidence of convergence relative to women in opposite-sex couples. The earnings gap between women in same-sex and opposite‑sex couples narrowed between 2001 and 2008, though the premium for women in same-sex couples declined slightly in later years (that is, from 2009 to 2018). In an earlier study of the same country, Jepsen and Jepsen (2017) also drew on American Community Survey data, in this case covering the period 2007–11 for self-employed individuals. They found that men in same-sex couples experienced 20.4 per cent lower annual earnings than comparable men in opposite-sex couples, and that women in same-sex couples earned 21.2 per cent more per year than their heterosexual counterparts.
In Canada, Waite (2015) used data from the 2001 and 2006 censuses and the 2011 National Household Survey, finding that men in same-sex couples earned 7.2 per cent less per week than comparable men in opposite-sex couples in 2001; 6.3 per cent less in 2006; and 6.7 per cent less in 2011. In contrast, women in same-sex couples earned 6.6 per cent more per week than comparable women in opposite-sex couples in 2001, 9.2 per cent more in 2006 and 6.9 per cent more in 2011. The author concluded that there was no evidence of earnings gaps having attenuated for gay men, and that there had been only a small reduction of the wage gap for lesbians, in both cases relative to heterosexual men. The lesbian earnings premium, vis-á-vis heterosexual women, did not appear at initial labour market entry; rather, it developed with time. Earnings gaps were larger for younger gay men than for older ones, which potentially suggested a “coming-out penalty” in the labour market. One explanation for this phenomenon advanced by the author is that younger gay men may be less concerned about passing for heterosexual, which may induce them to make occupational choices that are gender non-conforming and less highly paid (that is, to take up female-oriented occupations). It may also increase their visibility, exposing younger gay men more frequently to discrimination by those who have a preference for working with heterosexual people (Waite 2015).
In the United Kingdom, Aksoy, Carpenter and Frank (2018) drew on data from the 2012–14 Integrated Household Surveys, finding that men in same-sex couples experienced 2.7 per cent lower weekly earnings than comparable men in opposite-sex couples, although the difference was statistically insignificant. On the other hand, women in same-sex couples earned 5.4 per cent more per week than comparable women in opposite-sex couples. Also in the United Kingdom, Bridges and Mann (2019) used Labour Force Survey data covering the period 2010–15. The authors found that men in same-sex couples experienced 3.8 per cent lower hourly earnings than comparable men in opposite-sex couples, whereas women in same-sex couples earned 5.8 per cent more per hour than their heterosexual counterparts.
In Germany, drawing on data from the 2009 wave of the Mikrozensus, Humpert (2016) concluded that men in same-sex couples experienced 5.5 per cent lower annual earnings than comparable men in opposite-sex couples, whereas women in same-sex couples earned 9.6 per cent more per year than comparable heterosexual women.
In France, Laurent and Mihoubi (2012) studied Employment Survey data covering the period 1996–2007. They found that, in the private sector, men in same-sex couples experienced 6.5 per cent lower monthly earnings than comparable men in opposite‑sex couples. In the public sector, men in same-sex couples earned 5.8 per cent less per month than their heterosexual counterparts. By contrast, in the private sector, women in same-sex couples received 2.1 per cent higher monthly earnings than comparable women in opposite-sex couples. In the public sector, women in same-sex couples earned 0.3 per cent more per month than their heterosexual counterparts, although this difference was statistically insignificant.
In Sweden, Ahmed, Andersson and Hammarstedt (2013) drew on 2007 data from the Longitudinal Integration Database for Health Insurance and Labour Market Studies (LISA). They found that men in same-sex couples experienced 11 per cent lower annual earnings than comparable men in opposite-sex couples. Moreover, women in same-sex couples earned 6.7 per cent more per year than their heterosexual counterparts, a difference that was statistically insignificant. In a subsequent study, Hammarstedt, Ahmed and Andersson (2015) drew on the results from a nationwide Swedish survey on public attitudes towards gay men and lesbians, conducted in 1999, and again on 2007 data from the LISA database. They found that men in same-sex couples experienced 18.6 per cent lower annual earnings than comparable men in opposite-sex couples, whereas women in same-sex couples earned 0.6 per cent more per year than comparable heterosexual women. However, in the latter case the difference was statistically insignificant.
Finally, in Australia, La Nauze (2015) used data from the Household Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Survey covering the period 2001–10, and found that men in same-sex couples experienced 13.6 per cent lower hourly earnings than comparable men in opposite-sex couples, whereas women in same-sex couples earned 12.8 per cent more per hour than their heterosexual counterparts.
A.I.6. Unemployment risks based on sexual orientation
The literature generally sheds little light on differences in unemployment status based on sexual orientation. Only a few studies have investigated such gaps, namely in the United States, the EU countries and South Africa (Fric 2021a; Gruberg and Madowitz 2020; Nyeck et al. 2019; Laurent and Mihoubi 2017; Drydakis 2012; Leppel 2009). These studies covered the period between 1996 and 2019, and most of them focused on couple status as the strategy for identifying same-sex partnership. All studies used the “sexual orientation dummy variable approach” to capture unemployment differences based on sexual orientation. However, each study has reported its findings differently. Hence, consistent presentation and comparison of the findings related to unemployment (as was the case for earnings patterns) cannot be provided.
In the United States, Gruberg and Madowitz (2020) used Current Population Survey data from the period 2014–19. They found that same-sex couples experienced higher unemployment rates than opposite-sex couples for nearly every year between 2014 and 2019. For instance, in 2014, same-sex couples faced an unemployment rate of 4.2 per cent, compared with 3.8 per cent for opposite-sex couples. In 2019, same-sex couples faced an unemployment rate of 2.7 per cent, compared with 2.2 per cent for opposite-sex couples. Examining data from the 2000 Decennial Census, Leppel (2009) found that 3.3 per cent of men in same-sex couples in the United States were unemployed, whereas it was the case of 2.1 per cent of men in married opposite-sex couples. On the other hand, 2.9 per cent of women in same-sex couples were unemployed, compared with 2.3 per cent for women in married opposite-sex couples. The highest unemployment rate was observed among men in an unmarried opposite-sex relationship. The study concluded that discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation appeared to drive up the unemployment rate among same-sex partners relative to married opposite‑sex partners. Employment probabilities were very similar for gay men and lesbians. In addition, Leppel (2009) found that anti-discrimination laws had a positive effect on the unemployment rate of same-sex partners. This may suggest an insufficient willingness among employers to hire the many gay men and lesbians who move to states with such laws.
In France, Laurent and Mihoubi (2017), drawing on Employment Survey data for the period 1996–2009, found that men in same-sex couples experienced an unemployment rate of 4.7 per cent, compared with 1.5 per cent for men in opposite-sex couples. In addition, men in same-sex couples had a likelihood of unemployment that was 1.6 percentage points higher than that of comparable men in opposite-sex couples.
Fric (2021a) used EU Labour Force Survey data for the period 2008–15, focusing on the following countries: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Estonia, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, Spain, United Kingdom. The author found that men in same-sex couples experienced a 31.1 per cent higher unemployment rate than comparable men in opposite-sex couples. Women in same-sex couples recorded 4 per cent higher unemployment than comparable women in opposite-sex couples, although the difference was statistically insignificant. The study found that men in same-sex couples experienced longer spells of joblessness than comparable men in opposite-sex couples, whereas women in same‑sex couples experienced shorter periods of joblessness than comparable women in opposite-sex couples. Similarly, Fric (2021b) examined EU Labour Force Survey data from the years 2008–16, this time focusing on Belgium, France, Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland and Slovenia. The study found that those in male and female same-sex couples experienced a shorter employment tenure than members of opposite-sex couples.
In South Africa, Nyeck et al. (2019), drawing on data from the 2011 census, found that the unemployment rates for same-sex Black African, Coloured and White households stood at 30.9 per cent, 16.7 per cent and 4.2 per cent respectively, compared with 26.4 per cent, 14.1 per cent and 3.8 per cent for opposite-sex households from these race groups. This indicates that those in same-sex couples experienced higher unemployment rates than opposite-sex households.
In Greece, Drydakis (2012) applied a Heckman selection correction model to data from the 2008–09 Athens Area Study and found that gay and bisexual men experienced probabilities of unemployment that were, respectively, 8.1 and 8.8 percentage points higher than those of equally productive heterosexual men. These findings suggested that sexual orientation discrimination could explain the differences in hiring between equally qualified gay and heterosexual men.
A.I.7. Earnings patterns and unemployment risks for gay men and lesbians: Possible reasons and theoretical considerations
A.1.7.a. Earnings penalties for gay men
Historical, sociological and psychological research demonstrates the existence of homophobia, heterosexism and sexual prejudice, and the effects that such attitudes have in the everyday experiences of sexual orientation minority individuals. The term “homophobia” is used to label heterosexual individuals’ dread of being in close quarters with homosexual individuals, and also potential self-loathing among the latter (Weinberg 1972). Distastes and phobia focus on homosexual people’s behaviour, lifestyle and culture. “Heterosexism” is used as a term analogous to sexism and racism, describing an ideological system that denies, denigrates and stigmatizes any non-heterosexual form of behaviour, identity, relationship or community (Herek 1990). The term highlights the parallels between anti-gay sentiment and other forms of prejudice, such as racism and sexism. “Sexual prejudice” refers to all negative attitudes based on sexual orientation; however, the prejudice is almost always directed at people who engage in homosexual behaviour (Herek 2000).
The question of whether discrimination drives inferior labour market outcomes for minority population groups has been attracting the attention of economists for decades (Badgett 2020). As posited by the “taste for discrimination” theory (Becker 1957, 1993), employers might want to maintain a physical distance from certain minority groups because they dislike interacting with them. Under this theory, “discrimination coefficients” capture the influence of characteristics unrelated to productivity, such as homophobic attitudes against gay men. According to the theory, if employers are homophobic, they may pay minority individuals lower wages for similar productivity in order to compensate for the psychological loss they experience in associating with members of such groups. Hence, the labour market penalties for gay men can be expected to be directly linked to the strength of employers’ antipathy towards minority populations (Charles and Guryan 2008).
The statistical theory of discrimination (Phelps 1972; Arrow 1974, 1998) posits that the use of average group characteristics to predict individuals’ productivity and set corresponding wages can lead to an incorrect evaluation of the productivity of workers who are atypical of their minority demographic characteristic. Statistical discrimination is usually discussed in relation to discrimination against women and ethnic minorities. In these cases, gender roles and cultural norms may lead to differences in average education and productivity, leaving the minority group at a disadvantage. This is not the case for gay men, who are usually well educated (Badgett, Carpenter and Sansone 2021). However, since gay men enjoy lower societal approval than heterosexual people (OECD 2020), potential biases might cause employers to predict differences in labour market commitment and labour behaviour between heterosexual and gay men, which tie in with standard models of statistical discrimination (Phelps 1972; Arrow 1974, 1998). Accordingly, if employers have strong misgivings about gay men’s productivity and commitment, they may consider employing them at a lower salary. These actions are not motivated specifically by distaste towards a class of individuals, but rather are based on what the employers believe to be valid inferences about productivity (Pager and Karafin 2009). According to statistical discrimination theory, if gay men do not conform to traditional gender roles related to masculinity and leadership that are perceived to boost employees’ performance, such a situation could result in unfavourable evaluations and earnings penalties (Drydakis 2015a; Blandford 2003). Studies have found that such penalties for gay men may stem from employers’ distastes and uncertainties over their credentials (Baert 2014; Drydakis 2012).
However, other explanations for the earnings differentials faced by gay men are also possible. Under the economic theory of specialization (Becker 1981), expectations of marriage and acceptance of traditional gender roles impinge on the relationship between sexual orientation and earnings. Young gay men may invest less in human capital formation than their heterosexual counterparts because of rational, sexual orientation-based expectations about their future partners and domestic arrangements. Some studies have argued that gay men do not expect to support a partner and children, so they will invest less in labour market-specific human capital than heterosexual men, which in turn reduces their earnings (Black et al. 2003). Since gay men are less likely to have children on average, they may invest in human capital to a lesser extent, in particular because their expected future investments in children are lower (Black et al. 2003). Similarly, other studies have argued that gay men choose levels of work effort that differ from those of heterosexual men because of their different budgetary constraints (Berg and Lien 2002).
A.1.7.b. Earnings premiums for lesbians
The earnings premiums observed for lesbians in most countries are something of a puzzle (Drydakis 2014). On the one hand, every qualitative study suggests that lesbians face prejudices in the labour market (Drydakis 2014). Field studies on access to job vacancies indicate that lesbians were discriminated against during the initial stage of the hiring process to a greater extent than heterosexual women (Drydakis 2015a). Job satisfaction studies also suggest that lesbians are less contented with their jobs than heterosexual women (Drydakis 2015b). On the other hand, most country studies have found that lesbians earn more than heterosexual women with comparable skills and experience (Klawitter 2015; Drydakis 2022a). The observation that lesbian employees enjoy an earnings premium vis-à-vis their heterosexual female counterparts might seem inconsistent with the notion that employers discriminate on the basis of sexual orientation (Becker 1957, 1993; Phelps 1972; Arrow 1974, 1998). However, this pattern is consistent with theories of human capital accumulation and specialization within the household (Jepsen 2007; Elmslie and Tebaldi 2007; Black et al. 2003).
The Becker (1965) model posits that, in traditional households, men will devote more time and effort to market production, while women will focus on household production. There is evidence to suggest that lesbians may invest more heavily in market-oriented human capital by choosing to complete their school education and to embark subsequently on a university course that leads to higher earnings and longer working hours, with such choices positively influencing their workplace outcomes (Jepsen 2007; Elmslie and Tebaldi 2007; Black et al. 2003). Furthermore, a peripheral explanation for the lesbian earnings premium is that women with children earn less than women without children (Antecol and Steinberger 2013; Waldfogel 1998). Lesbians are less likely to have children than married women, so it makes sense for them to earn more because of their commitment to pursuing their career (Baert 2014; Waldfogel 1998). In addition, lesbians may show greater dedication to the labour market because it is less probable that they will engage with a higher-earning (male) partner who would provide for them (Antecol and Steinberger 2013). Hence, employers may be more interested in promoting lesbians, who are less likely to move in and out of the labour market, a factor that contributes to their wage premium. It seems that labour markets financially compensate women who invest their lives in their careers (Drydakis 2011).
Arguments focusing on lesbian women’s earnings premiums in relation to their masculine characteristics, which stereotypically characterize lesbians as demonstrating leadership, have also been invoked to explain their labour market experiences (Drydakis 2011; Clain and Leppel 2001). Various studies indicate that employers, colleagues and consumers may prefer the personality characteristics of men, and that lesbians may exhibit more of those characteristics than heterosexual women (Clain and Leppel 2001). Evidence suggests that, as far as women are concerned, professional skills are not always sufficient to signal authority and competence, and that masculine characteristics, stereotypically associated with lesbians, can fulfil that external signalling function in the workplace (Drydakis 2011; Badgett and Frank 2007; Clain and Leppel 2001). The higher earnings among lesbians may, therefore, reflect discrimination in favour of masculine traits (Drydakis 2011; Badgett and Frank 2007). Indeed, lesbians tend to self-select into male-dominated occupations that offer higher salaries (Drydakis 2011; Badgett and Frank 2007; Clain and Leppel 2001). Finally, there are indications that lesbians who are open about their sexual orientation respond to the threat of discrimination by working harder. It has been suggested that lesbians may be able to overcome the stigma of their sexual orientation if they are sufficiently educated and productive (Clain and Leppel 2001; Klawitter and Flatt 1998).
Whether a biased treatment of lesbians at the hiring stage can lead to earnings premiums later in their careers is a moot point (Drydakis 2014). There are no quantitative studies on how gender identity and personality characteristics may affect labour market prospects for lesbians; hence, it is still not clear whether lesbian employees possess unobservable characteristics that enhance job advancement and earnings potential. Interesting findings could well be revealed by examining the interactions between gender identity characteristics, personality traits, strategies for coping with discrimination, commitment to work and labour market prospects related to sexual orientation (Drydakis 2014).
A.I.7.c. Unemployment risks among sexual orientation minorities
Since sexual orientation may affect whether an individual is hired or fired, it clearly has an impact on their employment status (Becker 1957, 1993; Phelps 1972; Arrow 1974, 1998). As previously discussed, according to the “taste for discrimination” theory (Becker 1957), if distastes for sexual orientation minority individuals are strong enough, employers may decide not to employ them in their firms. Moreover, under the statistical discrimination theory (Phelps 1972; Arrow 1974, 1998), if employers are highly uncertain about the productivity and commitment of gay men and lesbians, they may end up not hiring them.
It has also been argued that the lower earnings received by gay men could reduce the “shadow price” of their time: they are likely to use more time-intensive search methods, increasing the probability of unemployment (Leppel 2009; Flanagan 1978). Moreover, gay men and lesbians may seek jobs that are less likely to expose them to adverse working conditions related to discrimination and harassment (Klawitter and Flatt 1998). A standard vacancy description can lead to self-elimination by applicants who do not conform to the required stereotypes (Fric 2021a), and jobseekers may avoid applying for openings where they believe that they would face discrimination. During the review and selection of CVs, equally qualified gay men and lesbian women applicants may be assessed less positively, rejected or invited to an interview only as a backup option (Drydakis 2009, 2022b; Fric 2021a). Moreover, during the job interview, sexual orientation minority applicants may be treated less helpfully, subjected to interpersonal discrimination or even be downright rejected by potential employers (Fric 2021a). A firm may offer gay men and lesbians less attractive terms, or no employment at all (Fric 2021a). Hence, a limited availability of acceptable work environments, coupled with bias during the hiring stage, could lengthen the expected duration of job search, which further increases the probability of unemployment for gay men and lesbians (Leppel 2009).
Moreover, discriminatory attitudes make jobs more difficult to find, so some sexual orientation minority individuals may become discouraged and drop out of the labour force (Leppel 2009). In addition, in male same-sex couples there is no female partner to take on the traditional role of homemaker; one male partner thus has to act as the primary caregiver and is less likely to participate in the labour force (Tebaldi and Elmslie 2006). Evidence indicates that institutional constraints, such as a lack of employment protection, domestic partnership benefits and legal marriage, reduce the probability of gay men and lesbians being full‑time homemakers (Leppel 2009; Giddings 2003).
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Appendix II. Estimates of other explanatory variables
In this appendix, we report the estimates of other explanatory variables from the estimation of equations (1) and (2) in Chapter 2. In addition to a constant (referred to as the “intercept” in the tables below), equation (1) includes these explanatory variables: age, education, urban residence and occupation (occupation is only added for self-employment). We use three age categories to capture differences in work experience both linearly and non-linearly: 18–34 years, 35–54 years and 45–64 years, with the reference category being those aged between 18 and 34 years. As for education, individuals are categorized into three groups: those with secondary education or below, those with upper secondary education and those with education beyond upper secondary. The reference category is those with secondary education or below. We also take urban residence into account. The excluded category comprises individuals residing in a rural area. We classify occupations into five categories: managerial and professional occupations; services; skilled agricultural; skilled machinery; and basic occupations. The reference category is basic occupations.
The regression models (equation (2)) take account of age, education, urban residence, occupation, hours worked and employment in the public sector. With regard to age, we follow Lemieux (2006) and estimate the equation with a quartic polynomial to take years of experience into account. Hours worked are divided into three categories: below 20 hours, 21 to 40 hours, and above 40 hours. The reference category is those working below 20 hours. "Public sector” is a binary variable equal to 1 if the individual works in a public job and 0 otherwise. The other variables are the same as for equation 1.
A.II.1. Labour force participation
Table A.II.1. Same-sex partnership and labour force participation rate

n.d. = no data.
Note: The dependent variable is labour force participation rate. The table presents the odds ratios obtained by estimation of logistic regression models, with the standard error given inside parentheses below each estimate. The odds ratio reports the odds of being in the labour force for men (women) living with a same-sex partner relative to the odds of being in the labour force for men (women) living with an opposite-sex partner. An odds ratio equal to 1 shows that living with a same-sex partner does not affect the odds of being in the labour force. An odds ratio larger (smaller) than 1 indicates that being in a same sex partnership increases (decreases) the likelihood of being in the labour force. The regression models control for age, education and urban residence. Significant values are denoted by *, **, *** at the 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels respectively.
A.II.2. Unemployment
Table A.II.2. Same-sex partnership and unemployment

	n.a. = not applicable.
n.d. = no data.


Note: The dependent variable is being unemployed. The table presents the odds ratios obtained by estimation of logistic regression models, with the standard error given inside parentheses below each estimate. The odds ratio reports the odds of being unemployed for men (women) living with a same-sex partner relative to the odds of unemployment for men (women) living with an opposite-sex partner. An odds ratio equal to 1 shows that living with a same-sex partner does not affect the odds of unemployment. An odds ratio larger (smaller) than 1 indicates that being in a same-sex partnership increases (decreases) the likelihood of being unemployed. The regression models control for age, education and urban residence. Significant values are denoted by *, **, *** at the 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels respectively.
A.II.3. Self-employment
Table A.II.3. Same-sex partnership and self-employment


n.d. = no data.
Note: The dependent variable is being self-employed. The table presents the odds ratio obtained by estimation of logistic regression models, with the standard error given inside parentheses below each estimate. The odds ratio reports the odds of being self-employed for men (women) living with a same-sex partner relative to the odds of self-employment of opposite-sex partners. An odds ratio equal to 1 shows that living with a same-sex partner does not affect the odds of self-employment. An odds ratio larger (smaller) than 1 indicates that being in a same sex relationship increases (decreases) the likelihood of being self‑employed. The regression models control for age, education, occupation and urban residence. Significant values are denoted by *, **, *** at the 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels respectively.
A.II.4. Wages
Table A.II.4. Same-sex partnership and wages


n.d. = no data.
Note: The table presents, as decimal values, the wage premiums or penalties experienced by men and women in a same-sex partnership relative to their heterosexual counterparts, with the standard error given inside parentheses below each estimate. The dependent variable is the log of hourly wages. The regression models control for age (through a quartic age specification), education, occupation, employment in the public sector, hours worked, urban residence, and year fixed effects if more than two years of data are used in the analyses. Significant values are denoted by *, **, *** at the 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels respectively.
Appendix III. Robustness check using a direct measure to identify same-sex partnership: The case of Chile
The method used in our analyses to identify same-sex partnership has its limitations. An individual living with other adults or an adult child could erroneously be labelled as having a same-sex partner. Misclassification into same-sex partnership could also happen as a result of measurement errors in the sex variable. In this appendix, we assess the accuracy of our results using the constructed same-sex partnership variable for Chile, where a direct measure of same-sex partnership is available. We observed an 87 per cent overlap between our constructed measure and the direct measure, meaning that around nine in ten people directly identified as having a same-sex partner by the Chilean survey questionnaire are also identified as such by the methodology used for this study.
We estimate our main specifications from the main text, replacing our constructed measure of same-sex partnership with the direct measure. The results are presented in table A.III below. Panel A reports the results for men, and Panel B those for women. Our labour force participation results for both men and women remain consistent when using the direct measure of sexual partnership (see columns 1 and 5). The unemployment results are qualitatively similar to our main results, but the higher unemployment of gay men relative to their heterosexual counterparts is no longer statistically significant (see columns 2 and 6). Consistent with our main findings, we do not find a statistically significant relationship between sexual orientation and self-employment (see columns 3 and 7). In line with our main estimates, the wage premium for lesbians becomes more pronounced, while we do not observe a statistically significant wage penalty for gay men (see columns 4 and 8).
Table A.III. Labour market outcomes and same-sex partnership identified with a direct measure: the case of Chile
	 
		Men


		Women



	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	 
	LFPR
	Unemployment
	Self-employment
	Log hourly wages
	LFPR
	Unemployment
	Self-employment
	Log hourly wages

	Gay/Lesbian 
	0.464*** 
	1.503   
	1.093   
	-0.032   
	4.791*** 
	0.734   
	1.057   
	0.224** 

	 
	(.1045)
	(.4125)
	(.2127)
	(.0900)
	(.9674)
	(.1995)
	(.2757)
	(.0772)


LFPR = labour force participation rate.
Note: Columns 1–3 and 5–7 present the odds ratios obtained by estimation of logistic regression models, with the standard error given inside parentheses below each estimate. An odds ratio equal to 1 shows that living with a same-sex partner does not affect the odds of the outcome variable. An odds ratio larger (smaller) than 1 indicates that being in a same-sex partnership increases (decreases) the likelihood of the outcome variable. Columns 4 and 8 report the results from ordinary least squares estimation of the wage equation (that is, equation (2) in Chapter 2). The regression models control for age, education, occupation, public employment, hours worked and urban residence. Significant values are denoted by *, **, *** at the 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels respectively.
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