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What are the reputed negative aspects of online dating? Marital Dissolution Rates from the National Survey of Family Growth
and the American Community Survey

Cell phones supposedly reduce our attention spans, and displace face-to-face
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Differentiating Online Dating from other Online ways of meeting
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Smoothed yearly transitions to marriage
Unmarried heterosexual couples from HCMST
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Heterosexual Couples: Four Traditional Ways of Meeting
Partners have been in decline over 7 decades
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Comparison of event history relationship outcomes by Internet influence, HCMST data

1
Outcome Broke up
Internet Variable ~ Met Online
Raw Odds ratioof ~ 1.31(0.91,

rates without 1.89]
controls [with 95%
al

Odds Ratio adjusted  0.96 (0.6,
with controls [with  1.39]
95% CI}

Controls age, relationship

couple, college degree

2
Broke up

Have Internet
Access at Home

*0.64[0.44,
0.93]

121079,
1.85]

age, relationship,
duration, relationship.
duration ", formal

couple, college degree

3

Got Married
Met Online
*1.98[1.06,
372)
*1.93[105,
354

age, age’,
relationship

duration, race,
college degree

4
Got Married

Have Internet
Access at

199(0.72,
5.54]

college degree

5

Moved in
together
Met Online

1.73[0.94,
3.18]

148
[0.94,2.31)

college degree,
same-sex couple.

6

Moved in
together
Have Internet
Access at

3.09]

same-sex couple
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IR N S
your story.” SECOND PROMPT: If respor 55 thar
WAl say: 4 there nything efse you could add? Every detal elps

g: same-sex couple status, race

56 dd more details, we wantto understand
i 100 characters,

and be sure to desoribe "how” and "Where” you frst met

Some typical example answers:

“My mother asked a family friend if she knew any nice single boys. The woman passed my phone number to
[respondent's partner]'s parents, who gave it to him. | had just broken up with my previous boyfriend, and was
willing to see what else was out there. [respondent's partner] called me, and after we spoke on the phone, we
decided to go on a date the next day. He picked me up, and we basically went on a blind date. He called me the
next day to invite me to a friend's birthday party, so | knew he liked me. That was two years ago and we are now

engaged.”

“Met at a outdoor party a friend had. It was a keg party at the lake. Everybody rode 4 wheelers got drunk. | met
[respondent's partner] we hit it off. Stayed together for a week, Didnt see him for Months. Hooked up again got

hitched. My parents liked him.”

“We met online for a hook up. | went to his place”

“[respondent’s partner] and i met on [online search/messenger/personals]. He called me for over a month trying to
get me to date him, and finally i said yes. i met him when he came to my door and we went to dinner and talked for
hours at [chain restaurant]. we went to a movie afterwords and held hands. Then he took me home. He called the
next day and a couple more times before we wont out again. before you knew it we were inseprable and were
married less than 5 months after meeting.”

Table 5: Family and the Internet's influence on Couple Type: C with Controls.
Met Through Family Met Oniine
Pt met
Petmet online
through Adjusted et Adjusted
eiher  Odds  Odds within last odds
famil Raio __Ratio T0years) ouds Ratio_Rato
Heterosexual Couples 182 17
Same-Sex Couples 35 o0l oen a4 saee 20
Same Race Couples 187 19
Interracial Couples 114 oset 061 1 oss 082
Same Religion Couples 195 15
Interreligious Couples 158 07 081 2 e 143
Mothers Educatons
differ <4 year 183 o
Mothers' Educatons
e et 164 088 087 18 oo 101
Respondent/ Partner
Education gap <4 years 178 8
Respondentl Partner 187 106 Los 1o 008
Education gap 2 4 years
Respondent/ Partner
Age gap <10 years 8 9
Respondent/ Pariner
e e 190 108 131 om0 067
e b 0ot PTOT PR
wave, internet_sdused,
“ee 13 andhigh o0s mrracal

For met thraugh
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[TEXTBOX]

[PROMPT TWICE; fi “Please add il

your story.” SECOND PROMPT: nmpcnuls less than 100 chanﬂm the second response

will say: “Is there anything else you could add? Every detail helps us.”]

Q24. Please write the story of how you and [Partner_Name] first met and got to know one another
and be sure to describe "how" and "where” you first met

The relationship between Partner Availability and Meeting Online
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Table 6: Relatively Few Prior Social Connections for Couples that Meet Online

pet
Previously Strangers (no connection prior a0
to meeting online)

Mediated (online connection between

respondent and partner was mediated by 141
friends or famiy)

Reunited (Respondent knew partner in 01
some prior context, reunited online)

Insufficient Information 28
Total 100%

Source: From How Couples Meet, Wave |. Averages are weighted by weight2. N=286
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Table 8: Apparent growth in the number of same-sex couples in the U.S.

Omclal Gensus Count of
X Unmarried
Sanere (excluding
Year marital status recodes)

1990 145,130
2000 341,014
2005 384,629
2008 414,787

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (2009), and Smith and Gates (2001)

Actual data and best fit curves (with Cl) predicting annual breakup rate as a function

Annual Hazard Rate of Break-u
P of relationship duration, for heterosexual couples unmarried and married.

Data Smoothed by Logistic Regressions
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the beginning of the year. Sample sizes are as follows (in couple-years of exposure to the hazard of break-up): 539 for same-sex couples with

Source: Rosenfeld 2014, JMF, related to “Couple Longevity in the Era of Same-Sex Marriage in the US", data is HCMST waves 2-4, covering
Years 2009-2012. Data smoothed by unweighted logistic regressions of break-up rate on relationship duration, functional form

marrage- ke unions, 5755 for married heterosexual couples, 682 for same-sex couples not in marriage-like unions, and 1141 for unmarried determined by systematically testing different combinations of polynomials and fractional polynomial functions of X. Sample sizes are as
heterosexual couples. The powers of that were used in th tion of the best it were determined by follows (in couple-years): 539 for same-sex couples with marriage-like unions, 5755 for married heterosexual couples, 682 for same-sex
fractional polynomial regression smoothing, and were as follows, with X meaning for couples not in marriage-like unions, and 1141 for unmarried heterosexual couples. Lowess smoothing and local moving averages yield
unions, X; for married heterosexual couples, X; for unmamed he«evcxexua\ couples, InLX) and X“S for same-sex couples without marriage-like similar pictures.
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relationships. Also note that at HCMST wave 1, couples already had the full range of relationship durations, from less than two weeks to more
than 50 years

Actual data and best fit curves (with Cl) predicting annual breakup rate as a function
of relationship duration, for same-sex couples without (left) or with (right) marriage
and marriage-like relationships
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follows (in couple-years): 539 for same-sex couples with marriage-like unions, 5755 for married heterosexual couples, 682 for same-sex
couples not in marriage-like unions, and 1141 for unmarried heterosexual couples. Lowess smoothing and local moving averages yield
similar pictures,



Predicting Break-up in HCMST, log odds ratio coefficients (and standard errors) from unweighted discrete time event history
logistic regressions, with additional controls to predict weights

ML M2 & M4 M5 3 M7
Same-Sex Couples 067+ 049 019 017 018 028
(ref: heterosexuals) (0.20) ©020) 022) 023 ©022) 022)
o1
Gay Male Couples 02
. 065+
Lesbian Couples 029
Marred or marriage-ike) 262 21 123+ 128 108+ 108+
o ©013) ©016) ©018) ©016) ©017) 017
0,089
Marriedx same-sex 038
Relationship Quality at Wave 1 0.7amwn 0737 074m
(5 ptscale, 5 s best) ©007) ©07) 0.07)
Control Variables Group 1 Yes Yes Yes es Yes es Yes
Control Variables Group 2 No No s s Yes s Yes
Control Variables Group 3 No No No No No Yes Yes
Source: Rosentela, 2014 “Caupe Long Journal of Data from Together, waves 1-4, *
P<.05; ** p<01; *+* < 001, tWo taled tests, “Married” means “Married orin Marriage-Like commitment.” N=8,043. Control Varizbles Group 1: Age; Age?; Metro status;
I Recrument Control ; <2 Control
degree, respondent lives with minor dent's relationship with h dent was a teenager,

. respondent race (4

Predicting Break-up in HCMST, Coefficients (and SE) from WEIGHTED Discrete Time Event History Logistic Regressions, with robust standard errors

M1 M2 M3 M4 Ms M6 w7

Couple Type (ref: Heterosexuals)

same.Sex Couples 094 0095 04gT 083 043 046
P 022) (022  ©20) (028 (023 (0.24)
000
Gay Male Couples 039
084"
Lesbian Couples 039
Married (or marriage-like) 304 cLESE 64 cLSgm Lt dde
o ©016) (025 (026 (024 (025 (0.25)
-0.40
Marriedx same-sex 050
Coresident L33 L34t L2422 123w
©022) (023 (020 (021 021
Relationship Durafion, years 0036w -0.036+ 0041 0045t 0045
P - (0012) (0012) (0013 (0.013) (0.013)
» 043 043 045"t 045t 045
(Relationship Duration) 01y 019 01 00 012
074 070%  070%
Relationship Quality (5 pt scale, 5 is best) ©% o1 010
Addiional predictors (13df)  no no no no no yes yes
Nofpersonyears 8043 8043 8043 8043 8043 8043 8043
a1 2 5 6 6 19 20
PseudoR-square 0003 0235 0295 0295 0328 0338 0338

Source: Fow Couples Meetand Siay Together, waves 1.2, and 3.+ P<0.05, = P<001,  P<0.001, o taled fsts. Marred” means ‘Marmd or i arriage-Like commiiment.”odels incude 8,043
 incic

I InHH 17 years,

Replication of Table 2, Model 5 (unweighted), discrete time logistic regressions predicting break-up based on a couple-year dataset,
compared to discrete time and cox proportional hazard models based on a couple-month version of the data (with months imputed for
some transitions)

Couple years, Couple months, _couple months,
logistc regression Cox proportional  logistic
same as JMF Table 2 model 5 hazards model  regression
M5
Same-Sex Couples 018 0.10 014
(ret: heterosexuals) ©022) ©018) ©18)
123 105+ 107+
Married (or marriage-ike) e 01 01
153t “L24% 27
Coresident ©014) ©013) ©013)
-0.029% 00287+ -0.028%
Relationship Duration, years 00 P P
w 059" 0530 060
(Relationship Duration) 010 o 00on
Relationship Quality at Wave 1 (5 pt 074 065+ 067
scale, 51is best) 009 (0.054) (0.055)
Additonal Factors (7df) ves ves ves
N of couple- years 8043
N of couple- months. 95547 95,547
o 13 13
LR Chisquare 10018 9314 1046.15
SouiceHow Coupes Vet and Sy Togeier. waves 14~ P05, P<0 0T, B0 00T, wo led osts Waried mears arrd o i Marege-Like
commitment. age squared, ing in . having own | at home, and

recruitment source from Wave 1.
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Comparison of Heterosexual Couples, same-sex couples, married (including marriage-like relationships) and unmarried couples

oo et sane- A1 convast oo
oo Ao e Samesex Some. mandl convest St
maried wmed s marned swmaried  gaymale esbin Sme | non. Loons same s
couples couples  Couples couples  couples. couples couples Couples married Gay couples
Pet of Respondents previously 25.2% 37.1% 28.2% 29% 24% 20% 31% 25.5% hd - NS
ares
MenRosionshpduaioneas) 20 so w7 i w2 ms s e ns
ot Coresten wwe  ame mme  om e e s mw o + s
Pahosstosuin e Chlden 30 22 sosw aw ®e s e s s ns
Respondent Education (years) 136 135 135 16 15 155 156 155 e NS -
Fespondent e ) we w1 w0 s @ ses as w0 e o
Mean St Rporod Rlaorsin
Quality at wave 1(scale 1-5; 5 is 452 429 446 46 a4 44 45 445 - NS NS
best)
Pet parental approval 89.0% 63.0% 815% 8% 52% 56% 65%  60.5% bl NS e
ot copes v 1 e we  zms s w22z o WA NA WA
Pammedcnmese Ly 0w mew  wow 06 e e smow WA ¢ o
NofcbsGlOMW IR g sy me w e w0 me ws WA NA WA
A——
Kot com S
N of observed break-ups 2009- 87 250 337 14 88 45 57 102 NIA NIA NIA
S 16 mm ame  aew mew  saw oze am e s

Source ATvalues are Unweighied from FCWST wave 1 2000, srceptfor N of couple-years of alow-up, N of Gbserved break-ups, and Dreak-up rate Whih are
derived from waves 2, 3, and 4 covering 2009-2012. Note tha couples can transion from unmartied to married during the folow-up waves. Parenal approval s
<acaedony o espndons w1 st el prnt. e espondens vl esponden and prer ere ot s

ables) or (fordichotomous dependent variables)
R e 0. 003 et ese NS mears xS, R means ot applcabsn ek was perionmet

Replication of Table 2, Model 5 (unweighted) from the paper, logistic regressions predicting break-up, with and without Heckman selection term;
Heckman selection control leads to no substantive difference in the model.

M5+ selection

™S correction
Same-Sex Couples 018 020
(ef: heterosexuals)  (0.22) ©022)
123 L3
Maried (or mariage-ke) 1" 01
153 Lsdre
Coresent 014 ©014)
0,029 0,028
Relationship Duration, years 000" 0008
" 059" 058"
Relaionship Duraion \-1/2) /0" ©10)
074t 074
Relationship Qualiy at Wave 1.(5 pt scale Sis best) 0 7 ©on
073"
Heckman Selection Correction term (inverse mils ratio) 030
Additional Factors that predict individual weights (7d7)  yes yes
Nof person years 8043 8043
df (including additional factors that predict the weights) 13 14
LR Chisquare (compared to constantonly) 10918 10082

Source: How Couples Meet and Stay Together, waves 1-4
*P<0.05; ™ P<0.01; *** P<0.001, two tailed tests. “Married means *Married or in Marriage-Like commitment” Additional factors that predict weight are:
respondent age, age squared, fiving in metropolian area, having own Intemet access at home, and recruitment source from Wave 1. The main predictor of the
Heckman selection term is panel status at each wave, that is whether the subject was an active KNIGIK panelist (and could therefore be reached oniine), or
whether the subject had withdrawn of retired from the panel

Relationship Satisfaction Only Weakly Related to How the Couple Met.

The OLS coefficient for
ach way of meeting's
Mean Relationship Quality  effect on relationship quality

(1-5 scale, 5 is best) (with controls)
Met Through Family 4400 012
Met Through Friends 447 -0.09
Met In a Bar, Restaurant, or other

Public Entertainment Space 441 007
Met Through or As Neighbors 448 -0.08
Met Online 451 0.09
Met Through or As Coworkers 451 0.05
Metin College or University 457+ 0.08
Met in Primary or Secondary 450+ 0.15*
School -

Metin Church a7 013
All Couples 447

N<2855 for allcouple, exclues 28 atners were dexclud

or sexual relationship with their partners. N varies o the other categories. Means weighted by weight2. Family, friends, neighbors, and coworkers
ay belong o lthrrespandent o prtr. Weghed OLS egrssions with abutstandadarrscontrolfor elationdip durato, espondent
race, espordent’s coresiden 5 for

respondents eleosone ngorens
* P<0.001, two taled tests, comparing each group to all others.

i



Breakup rates not much influenced by How Couples Meet

Raw Odds Adjusted yearly
One YearBreakup ~ Ratio (at1  Adjusted Odds  odds of break-
Rate (pet) ear) Ratio (at 1year) _up after 4 years
Met Online (met within past 10 years) 156 086 069 105
Met Offiine (met within past 10 years) 178
Met Through Family: Yes 87 101 125 181¢
No 87
Met Through Friends: Yes 96 1.20 141% 136
No 81
Met in a Bar/Restaurant: Yes 73 081 096 0.89
No 90
Met Through or As Neighbors: Yes 7.6 086 094 0.89
No 88
Met Through or as Coworkers: Yes 63 0.66 066 083
No 9.2
Metin College or University: Yes 65 072 090 076
No 89
Met in Primary or Secondary School: Yes 52 055+ 058 105
No 92
Metin Church: Yes 14 014 027 054
No 92
4+ P<0.001; ++ P01 * <005
a intenet_adjusted.N=2520
Tyear

Annual Break-up rate as a function of Couple Longevity
moving average of yearly hazard, 2009-12

H
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D s
sk
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S o it
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Baox
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k3
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g
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Source: HCMST unweighted data, waves 2-4

Pew data show generational differences and change within birth cohorts w.r.t same-sex
marriage
Percent who favor same-sex marrioge..

Milenials (1981 or later)

Generation X (1965-80)

2001 2002 2000 2004 2005 2006 2007 2000 2000 2010 20m 22012 2013

The increase in support f iage fueled by trends has been
accompanied by the number of Americans who say they have changed their minds on
the issue, according to our March poll (http://www.people-press.org/2013/03/20/growing-

PP gAYy ograp .
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Table 4: Comparing 2009 How Couples Meet to 1992 National Health and Social Life Survey

2009
HCMST 2009

(Whowere 2009 HCMST
Q: Who Introduced You to 1992 cohabiting ~ HCMST  (Met after
Partner_Name? Choose All That NHSLS in 1992) (Al 1999)
Apph pot pet pet pet
Family 156 150 1177 955
Friends 403 331 346" 30.7%
Co-workers 58 8.0t 83 69
Classmates 73 57 49 1.4
Neighbors 07 14 16 14
Introduced Self or Partner
Introduced Self 317 320 36.0" 43.1
Subjects had Age range 18-59 in
what year 1992 1992 2009 2009
Cohabiting in what year 1992 1992 2009 2009
N 1,367 968 1848 593

; +* P<.01; * P<.05, two-tailed tests
Note: Statistical tests compare columns 2 and 3 (HC!

1(NHSLS). ple t-tests dard
oy RWEIGHT, HCMIST data weighted by weight2.

For NHSLS, Questions are SPINTALSPINTGL, referring to 2 spouse or For HCMST, questionsare
933_1 to q33_7, with sample limited to partners who were coresident in 1992 (column 2), or partners who were coresident in 2009 (columns 3 and 4).

Same-Sex Marriage -- National Polling Trend

0
1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012

—SUPPOrt e OppOSE

From: blogs.nytim fc
outweighs-opp: polls/

Long term changes in the nature of Family Government in the US, and in the

values parents impart to their children

Mother ~ Self Mother  Self
Trait 1900 1924 c1954 1978
Tolerance (respect for opinions

opposed to one's own) 50 87 29 468
Independence (ability to think and

act for oneself) o8 248 44 158
Strict Obedience 644 454 438 168
Loyalty to the church 693 504 30 224
Good manners 06 305 w04 233
Frankness in dealing with others 248 270 167 255
Desire to make name in the world 50 50 66 09
Concentration 40 92 41 77
Social-mindedness 69 128 173 257
Appreciation of art and music 50 92 33 48
Economy in money matters 218 248 26.0 168
Knowledge of sex hygiene 20 149 5.1 7.8
Curiosity 10 0.7 26 99
Patriotism 168 206 83 45
Getting very good trades in school 149 191 286 63
N 01 141 13 34

Source: Adapted from Alwin, Duane . “From Obedience to Autonomy: Changes in Traits Desired in Children, 1924-1978 Public
Opinion Quarterly 52:33-52,Table 1. Most desired traits are the top 3 traits parents most strongly desire for their children, from the
list of 15 traits. 1924 data are from the Lynd's Middletown. 1978 data are from Theodore Caplow’s Middletown Families.


http://fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/05/09/support-for-gay-marriage-outweighs-opposition-in-polls/

The Changing Way Americans Meet Their Partners
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Table 7: Respondents with own Intemet Access at Home More Likely to have a Partner.

Percent Percent
with with Percent
Partners Coresident Married
(met  Raw Adjusted Parners  Raw  Adjusted (met  Raw  Adjusted
199500 Odds  Odds (met1995  Odds  Odds 199500 Odds  Odds
later)  Ratio Ratio orlater)  Ratio _Ratio later) Ratio __Ratio
Respondents
without their own 359 180 106
Internet access
Respondents with
their own Internet 718 asar 178 526 504 2627 a5 594 336
access
Source: From Wave | 19 and higher. El text answers implied
) their before 1995. N= 2,490 Averages

Weight1. *** P<0.001,

1895, and control
religion.

partnered (met 1995 or
for gender, education, GLB status, race, and

Adjusted odds

An alternate view of Figure 1 for heterosexuals which used lowess smoothing for all ways
of meeting, including meeting online. Note the earlier take-off and higher end peak (both

less accurate) for Met Online in this figure
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Appendix Table Adb: Partnership rate in the US is flat 1995-2009, for adults age 30-49

B) Percentage with

) Percentage unmarried
year maried _coresident partner
1995 69.6 33
1996 687 34
1997 683 36
1998 67.8 36
1999 67.6 a1
2000 67.6 a7
2001 67.7 a8
2002 67.3 48
2003 67.1 a8
2004 67.4 54
2005 67.0 54
2006 66.7 55
2007 67.2 56
2008 66.0 6.1
2009 66.2 60

C=B+A)
Percentage

partnered
729
721
719
L4
77
723
725
721
719
728
724
722
728
721
722

‘Source: weighted data from March Current Population Surveys, via ipums.org.
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Characteristics of the Knowledge Networks/ GfK Panel and the HCMST data

Not an opt-in panel: Recruitment started with nationally representative RDD survey

The Internet mode of survey delivery has proven advantages because respondents answer the questions when they
are free to do so, and they can read the question at their own pace, and see all the answer options at once (rather
than have someone read 5 options over the phone). Item-specific non-response s very low (typically on the order of
1%), quality of answers is generally very good.

Easy to identify target sub-populations (in this case self-identified GLB adults) from profile questions already asked.
Suitable for moderate duration longitudinal studies because subjects remain in the KN panel for years.

Downside: Because recruitment occurs over several stages (first contact has =33% response rate; first demographic
survey has 57% response rate; first wave of HCMST had 71% response rate), the overall response rate is low
(multiplying together the response rates at each stage), generally <20%.

Despite low overall response rate, KN panel has been experimentally tested and found to be equal to or better than
industry standard ROD in terms of national representativty, bias, and data qualit
Fricker et al. 2005. "An Experimental Comparison of Web and Telephone Surveys." Public Opinion Quarterly 69 (3):370-392.
* Chang ichit, and on . Krosik. 2009, ‘National Sureysvia RDD Tlephone nterviewing versus the Iteret: Comparing
sample Representativeness and Response Quality" Public Opinion Quarterly 73 (4):661-
Schachter, Ariela, 2015, " ot i ansl Datac & Compatsen f FoteAosaas and e Suve Samples" , working
paper

HCMST characteristics: Wave 1 in 2009, Oversample of self-identified GLB adults, Yearly follow-ups to see whether
partnered respondents are still together with their partner from 2009.

How Americans Met their Spouses and Current Partners, detailed veiw (percentages)

St sig Satsig
Unmarried same.  Stat  partnered
Men Men Unmarried Women sex  Sig  gaymen
mamed partnered Women  Women  Men partnered couples  men vs
o with  maried partnered ~partnered wih St v vs. pannered
Women  Women ftoMen wihMen wihMen ~Women  Sig.  Hetero women
How Couple Met
Met Through Friends 368 31 363 w3 107 60 -
Met Through Famiy 174 uo 20 150 01 77w - .
Met Through
Respondent's Own %0 79 155 109 0 08w -
Famiy
Met as Coworkers 193 na 61 184 127 28 -
Metat Bar, Club, or 207 157 167 180 2.7 14 om . -
Met through Internet 45 138 36 100 273 201
Met Through Work as o5 76 0e 10 21 20 .
Client
Metin Primary or " "
Secondary School 136 87 138 e o 65 ¥
Vet in College 86 56 97 70 91 09 »
Met through Church 70 29 95 26 15 13 - -
Met in Social Group, - -
otin Socil 53 68 19 68 132 167
Met in Neighborhood 96 57 110 121 109 FER -
Blind Date 43 29 a8 29 a9 05 -
Private Party 135 1o 111 95 116 129
In Public Place 59 143 91 102 59 a7 -
828 3717 9
Souree From Wave |, varabies derh o Yo ool paier_Tame) NEZG3 Ve Sxiudes 10 eRas and
15 and igher A Criess
! rends, Famiy,and poncen of parner.
Vhereas GLB Ve v D001 D 01 P 05;¥testnot
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Individual and Couple Characteristics by Couple Type from HCMST wave 1

en and
men and women in
in nmarrie me women
heterosexual  heterosexual  partnered  partnered
mariages  parnerships  withmen  with women
Individual attributes
respondent Age 48.4 397 426 406
pet respondents with college degree 288 236 424 471
Couple or household attributes
ndent's mean household Income
(52008) 65,700 53,100 69,200 63,000
Pt Interracial 72 149 17.3 15.0
Pct Interreligious 38.0 479 472 446
Pt Respondents parents (one or both)
approve of union 896 650 568 592
Median distance moved (in Miles) from the.
lace where respondent was raised 50 10 150 100
Pct of couples that are coresident 94.4 375 63.8 797
Mean number of children in respondent's
et 062 0.34 011 025
Mean how long ago first met (years) 246 9.1 15 104
Mean how long in relationship (years) 233 6.7 106 9.4
‘Weighted number of Individuals in the US 119,950,000 46,700,000 1,900,000 1,450,000
unweighted N in wave 1 1832 703 242 232

source: From How Coules Meet, Wave | Respondents re g 13 andigher,weghied i welgh2. Averages are wefgie. nerracl
(white, with

couples differ

the s categories, Hispanics of “other” race coded 35
CESING. ligious coupl

- ACS variable.
rerestam, Cothole Jomih, v, and o elion)
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http://www.stanford.edu/~mrosenfe/how_meet_public/Schachter_Measurement_Error_Working_Paper.pdf

