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Marriage Equality and the Creative Class

ExeCUtlve summa ry Individuals in same-sex couples who migrated to Massachusetts

In the debate over extending marriage to same-sex American Community Survey, 2002-2004 versus 2005-2007
couples, there have been several arguments about 36%

the positive economic impacts for states that do so. ® Pre Marriage Equality (02-04)

One argument is that marriage will attract some Post Marriage Equality (05-07) 6%

same-sex couples to move to a state, in particular

young, mobile, and highly educated individuals—

members of what has been called the creative 45%

class—who are vital to economic development in a h

post-industrial economy. Massachusetts, with five 29 27%
years of experience in extending marriage to same-

sex couples, provides the first opportunity in the

United States to empirically assess this argument.

Age Creative Class Female

Data from the American Community Survey suggest
that marriage equality has a small but positive
impact on the number of individuals in same-sex couples who are attracted to a state. However, marriage equality
appears to have a larger impact on the types of individuals in same-sex couples who are attracted to a state. In
Massachusetts, marriage equality resulted in an increase of younger, female, and more highly educated and skilled
individuals in same-sex couples moving to the state. Specifically, the data show:

e Overall, from 2002 to 2004 Massachusetts saw a net loss of 603 individuals in same-sex couples. After marriage
equality, it gained 119 individuals in same-sex couples.

e Creative class individuals in same-sex couples were 2.5 times more likely to move to Massachusetts in the three
years after marriage equality than in the three years before. Among all states, Massachusetts ranked 3" in this
statistic. Among New England and Northeastern states, Massachusetts ranked 1%

e Individuals in same-sex couples who moved to Massachusetts after marriage equality were younger than
individuals who moved before —the average age fell from 41 to 29.

e Nearly seven in ten (69%) individuals in same-sex couples who moved to Massachusetts after marriage equality
were female, compared to only 27% among those who moved before. This is consistent with data showing that
approximately two-thirds of marriages in the state are among female couples.

e The proportion in the creative class among individuals in same-sex couples who moved to Massachusetts after
marriage equality (86%) was nearly double the proportion among those who moved before marriage equality
(45%).

e The Health and Marriage Equality in Massachusetts survey of 559 individuals who are part of a married same-
sex couple in Massachusetts found that 8% had moved to the state. More than half (51%) of these said that
marriage equality or the state’s LGBT rights climate was a factor in their decision to move there—20% cited this
as the only factor for their move.

Analyses find no clear evidence for a distinctive impact of marriage equality on the migration patterns of all adults or of
the creative class outside of those in same-sex couples. Assuming that LGBT-friendly policies provide a positive signal to
the creative class, that signal may already have been established in Massachusetts, a state with a long history of support
for LGBT-rights. Among the broader creative class population, marriage equality may constitute more of a confirmation
of what was already known about Massachusetts rather than a signal of substantial change in the state.

The evidence that marriage equality may enhance the ability of Massachusetts to attract highly-skilled creative class
workers among those in same-sex couples offers some support that the policy has the potential to have a long-term
positive economic impact.



Introduction

Businesspeople, policymakers, and scholars
have focused much recent attention on the
value of diversity in the United States. Our
nation’s diversity in its population and
workforce, as well as its diversity in policies
across states, may influence economic
development patterns through its effect on
creativity and the movement of creative people
across places.

Indeed, one of the most provocative
conclusions to come out of Richard Florida’s
best-selling book The Rise of the Creative Class
(Basic Books, 2002) was his assertion that a
vibrant and visible lesbian and gay community
marks one of the best predictors of a region’s
ability to attract a group of workers that he
dubs the creative class. Florida argues that the
creative class (comprised of an eclectic mix of
individuals in occupations including artists,
teachers, financiers, software engineers, and
scientists) represents a key to regional
economic development in today’s post-
industrial and global economy. The creative
class is a relatively young, highly educated, and
mobile workforce that values innovation and
diversity as keys to creating stimulating work
environments.!

Florida argues that LGBT-friendly policies like
marriage equality signal a welcoming and
diversity-friendly climate that fosters
entrepreneurship and innovation and attracts
the creative class and the companies that
employ them.  This study tests Florida’s
hypothesis in the context of same-sex couples
and the laws that provide legal recognition for
their relationships.

! Analyses of 2007 American Community Survey data show
that 3.6% of the creative class moved to a new state in the
last year compared to 3.2% of non-creative class workers.
The average age of creative class workers is 44 versus an
average age of 47 among non-creative class workers. Fully
56% in the creative class have a college degree versus 13%
of non-creative class workers.

Individuals in same-sex couples are nearly twice
as likely as other adults to be in Florida’s
creative class. It seems reasonable to assume
that among the creative class, those in same-
sex couples would be the most inclined to
migrate to a state offering marriage equality.
Among same-sex couples, those in the creative
class (like their heterosexual counterparts) are
more educated and mobile than those not in
the creative class. This also suggests that they
would have the adequate resources and
perhaps be among the first to migrate and take
advantage of marriage equality.

To assess the creative class-migration link, this
research brief compares migration patterns of
the U.S. population and of same-sex couples.
Analyses look for evidence that, consistent with
Florida’s theories, marriage equality had an
impact on migration of the creative class to
Massachusetts.

Migration of same-sex couples to

Massachusetts

In  considering the relationship between
marriage equality and population migration
patterns, analyses begin with an examination of
the group most likely to be directly affected:
same-sex couples. Annual data from the
American Community Survey (2002-2007)
allows for the identification of same-sex couples
and provides information about where partners
lived in each prior vyear. Patterns are
considered among those in same-sex couples in
the three years prior to marriage equality
(2002-2004) and the three years after the policy
began (2005-2007). One might expect that
people in same-sex couples who moved to a
different state were more likely to move to
Massachusetts after marriage equality than
before. If Richard Florida’s thesis is true, one
would expect this pattern to be stronger for
those in the creative class who are part of
same-sex couples.

Analyses show that creative class individuals
who were part of a same-sex couple were 2.5
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American Community Survey, 2002-2004 versus 2005-2007

marriage equality, the state
saw a net increase that was
entirely due to a gain of an
estimated 389 creative class
individuals  in  same-sex
couples. Post marriage
equality, Massachusetts still
lost 270 non-creative class
workers among same-sex
couples (a lower number
than was lost pre-marriage
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times more likely to move to Massachusetts in
the three years after marriage equality than
they were to migrate there in the three years
before the legalization of marriage for same-sex
couples.”  Further, this group was only half as
likely to leave Massachusetts in the three years
after marriage equality as it was in the three
years preceding the law, though this difference
was not statistically significant.

Figure 1 shows the estimated
number of individuals in same-
sex couples who moved to or
from Massachusetts in the three
years prior to versus the three
years after marriage equality.
Overall, the number of
individuals in same-sex couples
moving to Massachusetts
increased from 416 to 1,031 in
the two time periods. Leavers
among same-sex couples
decreased from 1,019 to 882.
From 2002 to 2004
Massachusetts saw a net loss of
an estimated 603 individuals in
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Demographic  comparisons
between those who moved
to and those who left Massachusetts before and
after marriage equality are consistent with an
improvement in the ability of the state to
attract a high-skilled labor force among those in
same-sex couples. As shown in Figure 2, post
marriage equality movers into the state (among
those in same-sex couples) were vyounger
(average age of 29 years old v. 41 years old) and
much more likely to be in the creative class
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(86% v. 45%) and more likely to be female (27%
v. 69%).> Among those who left the state, the
differences are not nearly as dramatic.*

The fact that movers who were part of a same-
sex couple were 2.5 times more likely to be
female after marriage equality is striking.
Among same-sex couples who were married in
Massachusetts, nearly two-thirds were female.
This may be related to the fact that female
couples are more likely to have children than
their male counterparts and the benefits of
marriage (like easier establishment of parental
rights and access to health insurance for
children) are more salient to them. These data
suggest that it also might mean that they are
more drawn to migrate to the state than are
male couples.

The Health and Marriage Equality in
Massachusetts (HMEM) survey, conducted by
the Massachusetts Department of Public Health
(MA DPH), surveyed 559 individuals who are
part of a same-sex married couple living in
Massachusetts in May 2009. Data from this
survey provide a final indication of the extent to
which marriage equality plays a role in the
decision to migrate to the state. Among survey
respondents, 8% moved to the state since
marriage equality was enacted there. This
compares to the ACS data showing that 4% of
all individuals in same-sex couples had moved
to the state post marriage equality. While the
HMEM survey was not a random sample, it is
interesting to note that migration was much
more likely among the married same-sex
spouses than among a sample of same-sex
couples that includes both married and
unmarried partners.

The HMEM survey also asked respondents to
identify the three primary reasons for moving to
Massachusetts. More than half (51%) said that

® The differences in age and creative class are significant at
the p<0.10 level and the female difference is significant at
the p<0.05 level.

4 Age is significant at the p<0.10 level and differences in
creative class and female are not statistically significant.

marriage equality or the state’s LGBT rights
climate was a factor in their decision to move
there. One in five identified those as the sole
factors in their decision to move. Employment
prospects constituted the most commonly cited
factor (55%). After those two reasons, the
desire to be near family or a spouse/partner
was the other most commonly cited reason for
moving to the state (28%).

Comparing migration patterns to

those in other states

The court decision making Massachusetts the
first state to enact marriage equality in 2004
followed a long history of the state being at the
forefront of LGBT rights. In 1989, it became
only the second state (after Wisconsin in 1982)
to ban discrimination based on sexual
orientation.” It added sexual orientation to its
hate crimes statute in 2002.° For many,
including likely those in the creative class,
Massachusetts has long been known as a
socially progressive state.

Analyses for this study include a replication of
all migration analyses conducted for individuals
in same-sex couples discussed above using the
entire US adult population (see Appendix Table
3). Assuming that LGBT-friendly policies
provide a positive signal to the creative class,
that signal has actually been long-established in
Massachusetts. In the broader population,
marriage equality may have constituted more of
a confirmation of what was already known
about Massachusetts as opposed to a signal of
substantial change in the state. This is perhaps
why we find no clear evidence for a distinctive
impact of marriage equality on the migration
patterns of all adults or the creative class
outside of those in same-sex couples.

> See National Gay and Lesbian Task Force, State
Nondiscrimination Laws in the U.S.,
http://www.thetaskforce.org/downloads/reports/issue m
aps/non_discrimination 7 08 color.pdf

® See Human Rights Campaign, Hate Crimes Laws,
http://www.hrc.org/documents/hate crime laws.pdf



http://www.thetaskforce.org/downloads/reports/issue_maps/non_discrimination_7_08_color.pdf
http://www.thetaskforce.org/downloads/reports/issue_maps/non_discrimination_7_08_color.pdf
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Even among all individuals in same-sex couples,
the migration patterns  observed in
Massachusetts are not completely distinctive
when viewed nationally (see Appendix Tables 1-
3). The odds of an individual in a same-sex
couple moving to Massachusetts were nearly
1.3 times higher after marriage equality than
before the law came into effect (though the
difference is not statistically significant).
Twenty states ranked above Massachusetts in
that statistic. Some, like Alabama and Arkansas
(ranked 2™ at 6™) may be a product of unique
migration patterns following Hurricane Katrina.
Others, like Alaska (ranked 1%) and South
Dakota (ranked 4™) could be a product of the
fact that even small changes in states with
relatively few same-sex couples could result in
large differences in the two time periods
compared. Even within New England, the odds
of an individual in a same-sex couple moving to
New Hampshire after marriage equality became
legal were higher (though also not statistically
significant) than the odds of moving to
Massachusetts. In general, the analyses do not
support a conclusion that marriage equality had
a distinctive impact on the migration patterns
among all individuals in same-sex couples.

However, among individuals in the creative
class who are part of same-sex couples, there is
some evidence that marriage equality created a
distinctive  national migration draw to
Massachusetts. Nationally, the state ranked 3
(behind Illinois and Arizona) in the odds that a
creative class individual in a same-sex couple
would move to Massachusetts after marriage
equality (relative to before). Among New
England states and in the broader Northeast
region, Massachusetts ranked 1* in that
statistic. While the patterns observed cannot
be considered conclusive, they do suggest that
among creative class individuals in same-sex
couples, marriage equality may have been a key
factor in the decision to relocate to the state.

Conclusion

Our analyses find evidence that marriage
equality may have an impact on the migration
of creative class workers among same-sex
couples in the United States. They were 2.5
times more likely to move to the state after
marriage equality than before. This positions
Massachusetts as a leader within the Northeast
region in attracting this segment of the
workforce.

Findings also offer evidence that marriage
equality played a broader role in the migration
decision of many married same-sex couples.
Women may see marriage protections as more
salient since they are more likely to have
children than are gay men. Notably, they
comprise a much larger portion of individuals in
same-sex couples who moved to Massachusetts
after marriage equality.

Further, the HMEM survey found that more
than half of individuals who are married to a
same-sex spouse cited marriage equality and
the positive LGB political climate in the state as
one of the primary reasons they chose to move
to Massachusetts.

The evidence that marriage equality may
enhance the ability of Massachusetts to attract
highly-skilled creative class workers among
those in same-sex couples offers some support
that the policy has the potential to have a long-
term positive economic impact.



Appendix Table 1. Migration patterns to states among individuals in same-sex couples, American Community Survey 2002-2007.

Connecticut 421 201 0.37 43

Massachusetts 416 1,001 1.32 21

Pennsylvania 794 1,105 1.10 39 328 541 1.32
Indiana 82 288 2.96 7 - 167 -
Kansas 251 311 1.13 22 105 63 0.56
Nebraska 473 73 0.11 49 318 - -
Wisconsin 174 396 1.66 20 - 172 -
Arkansas 212 508 2.12 6 - 217 - -




District of Columbia 223 363 1.05 25 147

Georgia 1,179 587 0.45 35 631
Louisiana 395 467 0.82 23 238
:
Oklahoma 74 378 2.79 5 74
Tennessee 1,387 677 0.35 36 633
Alaska - 252 - 1 -
California 3,500 2,745 0.62 42 1,812
Hawaii 207 186 0.71 19 123
Montana 46 7 0.21 48 -
New Mexico 476 272 0.51 44 224
Utah 135 245 1.71 32 135
Wyoming 20 - - ; 20

240

331

202

90

347

371

1,282

84

156

155

1.07

0.48

0.60

0.67

0.40

0.79

0.57

0.55

0.63

1.10

Note: Figures in bold indicate a statistically significant difference between the proportion who moved before v. after marriage equality (p<0.10)
Figures in italics indicate a statistically significant difference between the proportion who moved before v. after marriage equality (p<0.05)




Appendix Table 2. Migration patterns from states among individuals in same-sex couples, American Community Survey 2002-2007.

N
0o

Connecticut

New Jersey 843 564 1.03 22 369 411 1.71 22
Pennsylvania 1,274 880 0.67 9 784 549 0.68 9
Kansas 192 355 0.95 20 143 199 0.71 12
Nebraska 194 59 - 176 - -

Ohio 975 706 1.12 23 43 280 9.92 37

Arkansas 361 141 0.41 6 - - -



District of Columbia 365 629 1.71 31 209

Georgia 1,078 1,557 1.22 24 452
Louisiana 258 256 0.89 17 173
2
Oklahoma 163 635 4.69 41 -
Tennessee 334 767 1.98 34 256
:
1116
Hawaii 356 335 1.38 26 92
Montana 593 53 0.16 1 593
New Mexico 137 108 0.27 3 79
Utah 115 - - -
Wyoming 27 378 6.14 43 8

416

1,067

136

196

150

190

647

36

1,356

225

108

45

1.97

2.00

0.71

3.47

0.64

0.69

0.80

3.60

0.46

2.55

23

24

11

33

10

13

34

26

Note: Figures in bold indicate a statistically significant difference between the proportion who moved before v. after marriage equality (p<0.10)
Figures in italics indicate a statistically significant difference between the proportion who moved before v. after marriage equality (p<0.05)



Appendix Table 3. Net gains (losses) in migration to/from states, American Community Survey 2002-2007.

Individuals in same-sex couples All adults
All Creative Class All Creative Class
Pre-marriage Post-marriage Pre-marriage Post-marriage Pre-marriage Post-marriage Pre-marriage Post-marriage
equality equality equality equality equality equality equality equality

Connecticut 81 (272) 201 (203) 11,480 (138) 4,058 1,060

Maine (107) 118 (20) 32 8,045 1,202 1,881 431
Massachusetts (603) 119 (279) 389 (9,609) 4,351 (1,686) (979)

§ New Hampshire 8 138 65 109 5,472 8,274 2,122 3,377
g New Jersey 685 154 600 50 33,587 (4,648) 13,829 7,518
2 New York (1,549) (26) (1,098) 279 (69,730) (47,345) (21,742) (11,336)
Pennsylvania (480) 225 (456) (8) 20,633 43,845 (1,827) 1,959

Rhode Island 77 163 138 - 3,943 2,877 (190) 109
Vermont 79 60 79 42 (1,925) 222 280 307

Illinois (1,020) 322 (541) 171 10,994 (4,696) 3,285 2,117
Indiana (246) (464) (149) (259) 14,282 17,840 (1,889) (427)

lowa 69 29 63 136 (487) 14,462 (4,337) 5,186

Kansas 59 (44) (38) (235) 3,669 6,534 (799) (1,704)

- Michigan (110) (717) 223 (376) 13,108 (26,985) 8,844 (12,340)
§ Minnesota 440 (235) 136 (201) 15,502 6,404 1,859 8,629
323 Missouri (306) 24 77 102 18,926 15,029 2,802 (637)
Nebraska 279 14 143 - 7,846 1,053 523 (1,354)

North Dakota (109) (713) - - 1,609 2,704 (1,111) (1,268)

Ohio (531) 310 91 122 1,843 (3,395) (3,228) (3,277)

South Dakota 39 - 39 - (5,698) 3,904 (1,615) (149)
Wisconsin (102) (34) (122) (127) 27,064 10,341 4,271 392
Alabama (313) 524 (78) 341 10,567 33,781 751 8,148

§ Arkansas (149) 367 - 217 26,357 18,570 4,491 4,053
= Delaware 219 22 89 11 9,552 8,223 1,515 1,887
District of Columbia (142) (266) (62) (176) 658 (2,951) 2,376 4,266




Florida 960 1,353 130 421 305,854 173,684 81,442 49,831

Kentucky 163 (159) (57) 1 17,014 28,471 2,061 3,111
South Carolina 83 529 (48) 158 39,159 54,784 11,686 18,044
Texas 439 575 174 (76) 118,223 237,080 30,883 60,009
15 om0 o 23
Arizona (452) 524 (306) 444 100,916 117,598 24,270 30,563
Colorado (524) 184 (383) 88 28,693 41,935 9,211 12,160
Idaho 15 (63) 15 38 12,355 24,826 2,408 6,333

Nevada 488 (24) 231 17 34,763 40,963 9,457 11,386
Oregon 347 520 187 269 32,712 39,913 10,363 13,791
Washington 1,469 (294) 903 148 50,515 80,716 18,333 31,907
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